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ABSTRACT 


U.S.  Am^  Heavy  Brigade  Recozmai seance  During  Offensive  Operations,  by  Lieuteneint 
Colonel  Thomas  C.  McCarthy,  USA,  59  pages 


This  study  examined  what  U.S.  Army  heavy  brigades  should  accomplish  when 
conducting  reconnaissance  during  offensive  operations,  what  they  actually 
accomplish,  and  why  there  is  a  shortfall.  Doctrinal  literature  from  the  capstone 
"how  to"  manual  FM  100-5,  Operations  through  FM  17-98,  Scout  Platoon  establishes 
what  brigade  reconnaissance  should  accomplish.  The  1987  RAMD  analysis,  the  1988 
CALL  studies,  NTC  take-home  packages  from  1991-1993,  the  1993  Tait  Group  papers 
and  other  DESERT  STORM  documents  identify  the  discrepancy  between  expectation  and 
performance . 

The  1987  RAMD  study  statistically  correlated  effective  reconnaissance  and 
successful  offensive  operations  at  the  MTC.  Reconnaissance  during  these 
operations  was  effective  only  8  percent  of  the  time.  When  reconnaissance  was 
effective,  offensive  operations  succeeded  70  percent  of  the  time.  The  more 
assets  the  commander  ezi^loyed  and  the  more  time  he  gave  the  reconnaissance  force 
to  execute  its  tasks,  the  greater  its  chances  for  success. 

The  1988  CALL  studies  concluded  that  25  percent  of  recozmaissance  missions  at  the 
MTC  were  effective.  Successful  offensive  operations  followed  effective 
recozmaissance  greater  than  80  percent  of  the  tixoe.  These  studies  found  that  R&S 
plan  timeliness  and  scout  platoon  suzrvivability  were  directly  proportional  to 
recozmaissance  success. 

The  MTC  trend  from  1991  to  1993  reveals  that  the  effective  recozmaissance  rate 
remains  at  25  percent,  but  the  correlation  to  successful  offensive  operations  has 
risen  to  90  percent.  Commanders  and  staffs,  especially  S-2s,  have  problems  in 
plaizming,  preparing  and  supervising  the  execution  of  recozmaissance,  partly 
explaining  why  it  is  not  more  effective.  Commanders  sometimes  create  ad  hoc 
recozmaissance  organizations  under  their  control  to  improve  results,  but  they 
generally  lack  cohesion  and  are  difficult  to  sustain. 

Deficiencies  in  doctrine,  orgeuiization,  equipment  and  training  contribute  to  the 
problezos  brigades  have  in  conducting  effective  recozmaissance.  Doctrinal 
literature  lacks  detail,  consistency,  and  realism.  Task  force  scout  platoons 
cazmot  use  both  aggressive  and  stealth  recozmaissance  techniques,  see  deep,  and 
survive  as  currently  organized  and  equipped.  S-2  sections  are  too  under-staffed 
in  officers  azid  soldiers  to  function  efficiently.  Inst i tut iozial  training  for  S- 
2s  does  not  prepare  them  for  the  rigors  of  their  job.  Finally,  heavy  brigades 
do  not  train  adequately  at  home  station  to  produce  cohesive  and  effective 
recozmaissance  forces. 

Commanders  and  staffs  realize  there  is  a  causal  relationship  between  effective 
recozmaissance  and  successful  offensive  operations.  Despite  this  awareness,  MTC 
and  DESERT  STORM  performance  demonstrates  weaknesses  in  heavy  brigade 
recozmaissance  which  can  be  attributed  in  some  degree  to  the  preceding 
deficiencies  in  doctrine,  organization,  equipment,  and  training.  In  light  of 
these  deficiencies  U.S.  Army  heavy  brigades  are  today  only  znarginally  capable  of 
cozxducting  effective  recozmaissance  during  offensive  operations. 
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1.  Introduction 


Background  and  Significance 

To  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  North  Atlantic  Treaty 
organization. 

Reconnaissance  is  a  mission  undertaken  to  obtain  information 
[author's  emphasis]  by  visual  observation,  or  other  detection 
methods,  eOsout  the  activities  and  resources  of  an  enemy  or 
potential  enemy,  or  adjout  the  meteorologic,  hydrographic,  or 
geographic  characteristics  of  a  particular  area.^ 

Reconnaissance  is  a  directed  effort  to  obtain  detailed  information,^  It 

is  the  key  to  focusing  combat  power  during  all  offensive  operations.^  The 

concept  that  reconnaissamce  is  critical  to  successful  offensive  operations 

pervades  U.S.  Army  doctrine.  The  capstone  ”how  to  fight"  manual,  FM 

100-5,  Operations  says. 

Reconnaissance  is  a  precursor  to  numeuver  and  fire  .  .  . 

Knowing  the  enemy's  location  and  activities  is  an  underpinning 
of  a  unit's  ability  to  conduct  mobile,  force-oriented  battles 
«  .  .  Successful  and  continuous  reconnaissance  by  a  variety 
of  tactical  *  .  .  means  is  vital  for  the  success  of  offensive 
operations  .  .  •  Successful  reconnaissemce  normally  precedes 
successful  operations  at  all  levels.^ 

This  concept  is  nested  in  subordinate  manuals.  FM  17-95,  Cavalry 
Operations ;>  declares  that  for  maneuver  to  be  successful,  the  commander 
must  "see”  the  battlefield.  Reconnaissance  units  are  the  "eyes"  of  their 
commander.  Successful  reconnaissance  reduces  friction  on  the  battlefield 
and  allows  the  commander  to  make  effective  decisions  faster  them  the  enemy 
commander.  "The  successful  execution  of  maneuver  warfare  continues  to  be 
the  product  of  thorough  reconnaissance."® 

The  division  operations  manual  claims  that  the  loss  of  initiative, 
e<xuipment,  or,  most  important,  soldiers  may  be  the  consequence  for 
reconnaissance  failure.®  The  tactics  and  techniques  manuals  for  brigade 
through  company  stress  that  without  effective  reconnaissance,  the  \mit 
blunders  into  defending  enemy  units,  making  battlefield  success  unlikely.^ 
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Problem  Definition 


the  decreases  in  sise^  the  need  to  focus  combat  power 

increases  in  importance  and  with  it^?  th©  need  to  conduct  more  effective 
reconnaissance o  Unfortunately^  a  review  of  recent  documents^  articles^ 
and  reports  reveals  that  UoSo  Army  heavy  brigades  are  not  very  effective 
in  conducting  reconnaissanceo  Specif ically^,  reports  from  Operation  DESERT 
STORM  suggest  that  heavy  brigades  ©asperienced  difficulties  in  gaining  a 
clear  and  accurate  picture  of  the  enemyo  Furthermore^  these  difficulties 
manifest  themselves  at  the  Combat  Training  Centers  (CTC)^  where  most 
brigades  do  not  conduct  effective  reconnaissance „  Several  sources  point 
out  various  weaknesses  in  tactical  performance  that  degrade  th©  heavy 
brigade®©  reconnaissance  capability o  More  important^  many  observers  think 
that  these  weaknesses  reflect  the  ©3sist©nce  of  various  deficiencies  in  th© 
heavy  brigade  doctrine^  organisation  and  ©guipment^  and  training®  If 
these  deficiencies  assists  the  UoS®  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command 
(TRADOC)^  which  is  responsible  for  these  functions^  should  initiate 
actions  to  overcome  the  problem  of  ineffective  reconnaissance o 
Method  and  Scone 

T©  determine  th©  validity  of  this  m©n©graph®s  hypothesis^  it  is 
necessary  to  ©ssamine  what  US®  Army  heavy  brigades  should  accomplish  when 
conducting  reconnaissance  during  offensive  operations^  what  they  actually 
accomplish  and  why  there  is  a  shortfall®  The  monograph  will  ©ssamin©  in 
detail  the  nature  and  scope  of  the  reconnaissance  tasks  that  heavy 
brigades  perfo™^  during  offensive  operations®  The  roles  of  the  commander 
and  his  staff  and  th©  resources  normally  available  to  accomplish  these 
tasks  are  discussed®  The  monograph  will  establish  the  pervasiveness  and 
impact  of  the  reconnaissance  problem  by  evaluating  th©  following 
documents?  1987  RAMD  analysis  of  reconnaissance  at  th©  National  Training 
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Center  (NTC)/  1988  Center  for  Army  Lessons  Learned  (CALL)  reconnaissance 
studies,  NTC  take-home  packages  from  October  1991  to  March  1993, 
after-action  reports  by  operation  DESERT  STORM  participants,  and  the  Gulf 
War  Report  conducted  by  Lieutenant  General  (Retired)  Thomas  Tait's  study 
group • 

Finally,  the  monograph  identifies  deficiencies  in  doctrine, 
organization,  equipment,  and  training  that  are  in  some  way  responsible  for 
the  weaknesses  in  heavy  brigade  reconnaissance  capability.  Possible 
solutions  to  these  deficiencies  are  considered.  Comments  by  brigade 
commanders  who  have  experience  training  at  the  CTCs  or  fighting  during 
DESERT  STORM  attest  to  the  accuracy  and  feasibility  of  the  findings  and 
recommendations « 

II.  Heavy  Brigade  Reconnaissance  Operations 
Introduction 

The  first  part  of  this  section  describes  the  brigade  commander  and 
his  staff's  role  in  planning,  preparing,  and  executing  reconnaissance 
during  offensive  operations.  The  second  part  explains  the  fxmdamentals 
and  methods  of  conducting  reconnaissance  operations.  The  third  part 
articulates  what  the  U.S.  Army  has  established  as  standards  of  performance 
for  units  conducting  reconnaissemc© .  The  fourth  part  explains  Russian 
doctrine  for  countering  U.S.  Army  reconnaissance  operations.  The  final 
part  lists  the  assets  with  which  heavy  brigades  conduct 
reconnaissance • 

Commamder  and  Staff's  Role  in  Reconnaissance 

The  brigade  commander  expects  his  reconnaissance  forces  to  provide 
timely  and  accurate  infoirmation  so  that  he  cam  focus  his  combat  power  at 
the  critical  time  and  place  during  offensive  operations.  In  trying  to 
accomplish  this  challenging  task,  he  confronts  an  enemy  who  will 
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■^igoro^sly  thwart  him  @f  forte  Tharafor©^,  it  is  inci™b©nt  upon  th© 
oommasador  t©  giv©  his  rocosmaissanc©  fore©  th©  tim©  and  assets  needed  to 
acGOM^lish  its  Mission o 


Th,<B  S“2  attes^ta  continmonsly  to  answer  three  questions  s  ®®What  d©  X 
know?^  "^What  m©r©  do  X  need  t©  know?^^  and  ”H©w  will  I  find  out  what  I 
need  t©  know?*^^^  Th©  intelligenc©  preparation  of  th©  battlefield  (XPB) 
process  is  th©  starting  point  for  answering  th©  first  question «  Th© 
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brigade  S-2  develops  a  common  intelligence  mosaic  by  sharing  information 
on  the  division  intelligence  emd  the  brigade  operations  and  intelligence 
(O&I)  communications  nets,  and  by  eavesdropping  on  subordinate  command 
nets,  the  nets  of  adjacent  units,  and  the  division  cavalry  squadron.  From 
the  division  intelligence  net,  he  not  only  receives  intelligence  that  the 
division  6-2  has  processed  from  national,  corps,  and  division  sources,  but 
also  shares  information  horizontally  with  other  division  units. 

The  brigade  S-2  then  focuses  on  the  reconnaissemce  collection  effort 
to  find  the  missing  pieces  of  information  that  the  commander  needs  to  make 
coherent  and  timely  decisions  during  the  offensive  operation  To  answer 
the  question,  "What  more  do  I  need  to  know?"  the  S-2  develops  information 
requirements  (IRs).^^  He  plems  to  fill  these  gaps  in  combat  intelligence 
by  integrating  all  brigade  reconnaissance  assets  through  the 
reconnaissance  and  surveillance  (R&S)  plem.  The  IRs  that  the  commander 
feels  are  critical  in  accomplishing  the  mission  are  priority  intelligence 
requirements;  he  includes  them  in  his  R&S  plan. 

The  S-2  synchronizes  the  reconnaissance  effort  by  sequencing  the 
reconnaissance  tasks  into  an  orderly  pattern.  He  must  consider  how  and 
when  the  unit  requires  the  information,  and  how  long  it  will  take 
subordinates  to  acquire  it.^^  He  then  assigns  a  reporting  schedule  to 
monitor  progress  of  the  collection  effort  axxd  redirect  assets  if 
necessary.  Scouts  render  routine  reports  on  the  O&I  while  sending 
critical  combat  information  via  the  command  net.  To  resource  the 
reconnaisseuice  effort,  the  S-2  considers  which  PXRs/IRs  subordinate  units 
can  provide  with  organic  assets,  and  how  he  will  augment  them  to  enhance 
their  effort.  He  determines  which  reconnaissance  assets  brigade  retains. 
Finally,  he  generates  requests  for  information  (RFX)  and  sends  them  to 
division  to  acquire  information  beyond  the  caped^ility  of  brigade  assets.^^ 
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closely  eoordisaati^g  with,  th©  brigade  S*-3^-  the  S-2  r©comi©ndg 
feb©  r©cos3^aissana©  feasks  and  required  asB©fc®  t©  fcb©  brigade  cos!miand©r/^  who 
alon©  orders  his  subordinate  comEanders"  compliance «  Indirect 

intelligence  collection  occurs  when  PIRs  in  the  brigade  operations  order 
become  implied  tasks  for  th©  battalionSo  Nested  PIRs  through  platoon 
level  focus  th©  r©c©nnaissanc©  effort o  Th©  brigade  commander  may  also 
specify  reconnaissanc©  tasks  in  th©  RBS  plan  contained  in  the  intelligence 
ann@ss  t©  th©  operations  order o  Th©s©  tasks  direct  what  information 

subordinat©  units  ar©  to  collect  and  when  th©  brigade  requires  ito^® 
Fundamentals  and  Methods 

Successful  reconnaissance  operations  reflect  siK  ftandamentals s 
place  maasimum  reconnaissanc©  forward^  orient  on  th©  reconnaissance 
obj©ctiv©^  report  all  information  rapidly  and  accurately i  retain  freedom 
t©  maneuver^  gain  and  maintain  enemy  contact^  and  develop  th©  situation 
quickly  T©  maintain  r©c©nnaissanc©  for  th©  duration  of  offensive 

operations  and  throughout  th©  depth  of  th©  son©  of  act  ion  brigade 
commanders  normally  us©  all  available  reconnaissanc©  assets  forward  in 
^©n©o  In  most  cas©s  they  us©  non- reconnaissance  units  to  conduct  rear 
security  and  flank  coordination  tasks o  Commanders  focus  th©  effort  with 
a  terrain  or  enemy- oriented  reconnaissance  objective o  CoxmEanders  visualize 
th©  battlefield  through  an  uninterrupted  flow  of  timely  and  precise  combat 
informationo  Superior  tactical  agility  and  steadfast  focus  on  th© 
reconnaissanc©  objectiv©  allow  reconnaissance  units  to  avoid  decisive 
engagement  while  maintaining  contact  with  th©  enemy o  Gaining  contact  is 
mor©  difficult  and  ©sspensiv©  in  men  and  equipment^  than  maintaining 
contact  once  gainedo  Reconnaissanc©  forces  us©  techniques  or  drills  to 
cause  th©  enemy  t©  reveal  his  size^  composition^  disposition  and 
activities 
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Haavy  brigades  employ  one  of  the  following  four  methods  to  conduct 
offensive  reconnaissance:  reconnaissance  patrolling,  reconnaissance  by 
fire,  reconnaissance  in  force,  and  armed  reconnaissance.^^  The  first 
method  relies  on  stealth  and  takes  longer  to  execute.  If  there  is 
insufficient  time  to  conduct  more  methodical  reconnaissance  patrolling, 
the  commander  resorts  to  one  of  the  last  three  methods.  These  are  all 
considered  aggressive  reconnaissance  because  \inits  are  prepared  to  fight 
for  information.^^  Historically,  the  U.S.  Army  has  relied  on  aggressive 
reconnaissance,  though  it  is  usually  more  costly  in  lives  and  equipment. 
The  most  effective  reconnaissance  combines  aggressive  and  stealth 
techniques  with  stationary  observation  posts  (OPs) •  The  aggressive 
element  forces  the  enemy  to  react  while  OPs  report  the  reaction. 
Raeormaissance  Tasks 

The  mission  training  plan  (MTP)  for  heavy  brigades  specifies  many 
reconnaissance  tasks  and  subtasks  that  it  must  accomplish  before  various 
offensive  operations  are  successful  In  xnovement  to  contact,  the  advemce 
guard  must  locate  and  fix  the  enemy  forces,  and  then  continue  to  develop 
the  situation,  allowing  the  brigade  to  deploy  rapidly. In  the  hasty 
attack  the  brigade  must  locate  and  define  the  size  emd  composition  of  the 
enemy  force  accurately.  Before  the  deliberate  attack,  the  brigade  must 
allow  sufficient  time  for  detailed  reconnaissance.  During  exploitation, 
the  brigade  must  maintain  contact  with  the  enemy  and  prevent  it  from 
reestablishing  a  coherent  defense.  It  is  impossible  to  satisfy  the 
doctrinal  standards  for  offensive  operations  without  conducting  effective 
reconnaissance . 

The  task  force  MTP  delineates  reconnaissance  tasks  in  greater 
detail.  During  the  meeting  engagement,  the  scout  platoon  must  identify 


the  location  and  actions  of  the  enemy  for  the  task  force  to  be 


Th.Q  assault  task^  critical  to  tho  attack^  specifies  two  key 
recomaaissanc©  tasks  o  The  first  is  for  scouts  to  detect  accurately  enemy 
locations^  acti-^ities^  composition^  si^e^.  obstacles^  and  field 
fortifications  before  the  lead  company  makes  contact  with  the  enemy.,  The 
second  is  for  reconnaissance  assets  t©  find  enemy  weaknesses^  locations^ 
natural  obstacles^  antitank  weapons^  fir©  sacks ^  platoon  positions^ 
flanks^  possible  routes^  O'^erwatch  positions  and  support  by  fir© 
positions  o  It  sssust  accoss^lish  this  without  decisive  engagement  or  loss  of 
more  than  5  percent  of  combat  strength 
The  Enemy  Coimterreconnaissanc©  Effort. 


against  an  active^  thinking  enemy  who  seeks  to  protect  his  forcso 
Although  counterreconnaissance  tactics  ©n^loyed  by  future  adversaries  will 
be  diverse^  two  distinct  tactical  styles  essiste  One  styl®^  influenced  by 
the  Russian  Army^  is  still  evident  in  former  Soviet  client  states c  The 
me  opposing  force  (ORFOR)  follows  the  Russian  counterreconnaissanc© 
doctrine  faithfully  and  is^  perhaps^  its  most  proficient  practitioner . 
The  UoSo  Army  and  its  allies  influence  the  second  style o 

Eussian=-trained  adversaries  counter  UoS®  reconnaissance  ©f  forts 
differently  depending  on  whether  they  are  defending  "out  of  contact"  or 
"in  contact"®  These  adversaries  prefer  to  defend  out  of  contact  because 
they  can  construct  a  deeper^  more  elaborate  security  soneo  They  defend  in 
contact  only  when  the  enemy  does  not  allow  them  the  space  or  the  time  to 
build  a  stronger  defense o  The  security  zone  for  this  defense  is  smaller 
and  easier  for  forces  to  penetrate® 

Russians  defend  "out  of  contact with  the  enemy  when  there  is  no 
intent  to  resume  offensive  operations  issmediately.  There  is  normally  more 
time  to  prepare  this  defense^  so  it  has  greater  depth^r  more  obstacles^ 


The  security  zone 


better  fighting  positions  and  detailed  fire  plemning.^^ 
may  extend  15  kilometers  (see  Figure  1) o  Arrayed  in  depth  in  this  zone 
are  division  reconnaissance  patrols,  a  foan^ard  attachment  of  up  to 
battalion  size  from  the  division  second  echelon,  regimental  reconnaissance 
patrols,  and  company-sized  combat  security  outposts.  The  division  and 
regimental  reconnaissance  patrols  find  and  maintain  contact  with  enemy 
reconnaissance  forces,  while  the  forward  detachment  astride  the  division 
main  avenue  of  approach  and  the  combat  security  outpost  astride  the 
regimental  main  avenue  of  approach  strip  away  the  enemy  reconnaissance. 
They  force  enemy  units  to  deploy,  attack,  and  expend  indirect  fires,  thus 
disorganizing  his  advance  while  deceiving  him  as  to  the  first  echelon* s 
location. 

Russian  Security  Zone  For  Defense 
Out  of  Contact 


Figure  1^® 

The  first-echelon  battalions,  likely  to  be  the  heavy  brigade's 
offensive  objective,  defends  an  area  three  to  five  kilometers  wide  and  two 
kilometers  deep.  Its  mission  is  to  repulse  the  attack  with  intense  fires 
and  a  counterattacking  reserve.  The  second  echelon  of  the  regimental 
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d©f©ng!©  is  a  batfealios2>  whos©  mxmmxon  is  to  d©f©at  any  p©n©ferafei©ns  of  the 
first-^-echelono  echeloa  has  a  reserve  built  aro^md  tasik  and  antitank 
imits  positioned  t©  blocks  counterattack^  reinforce^  or  protect  the  rear 
areao^° 

Russian-trained  armies  defend  in  contact  because  of  a  culminated 
attack o  The  frontage  corresponds  to  the  sona  of  advance^  or  on©  and  a  half 
to  two  kilometers  for  a  battalion^,  The  formation  is  more  linear^  designed 
to  facilitate  a  return  to  the  attacks  The  security  zonBa  if  one  eKists^ 
is  8  t©  12  kilometers  deep  and  occupied  by  two- to- four  vehicle  regimental 
patrols  from  the  reconnaissance  con^anyc  These  patrols  remain  within  the 
range  ©f  main  body  artillery^  First-echelon  battalions  establish  local 
security^  The  main  defensive  area  units  seek  reverse  slope  positions^  but 
often  these  positions  are  hastily  prepared The  co'unterreconnaissance 
threat  is  less  formidable  for  defenses  in  contact ^  than  for  those  out  of 
contact  c 

enemy  trained  by  the  UoSc  Army  or  a  B3ATO  ally  approaches 
counterreconnaissancQ  differently^  Brigades  rely  on  assigned  maneuver 
battalions  to  conduct  counterreconnaissance  operations®  Brigades  may 
augment  them  with  ground  surveillance  radars  (GSR)  and  combat 
observation/lasing  teams  (COLTs) ®  The  brigade  may  have  operational 
control  (OPCOE^)  of  electronic  combat  units  to  provide  support  to  th© 
entire  defensive  sector Fire  support  consists  of  th©  mortar  platoon 
when  th©  count ©rr©connais sane©  force  deploys  beyond  direct  support 
artillery  range®  Fire  support  team  (FIST)  and  COLT  vehicles  direct 
precision-guided  munitions  when  a  fight  occurs  near  th©  MBA®  Engineers 
often  construct  minefields  to  surprise^  confuse and  delay  enemy 
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reconnaissance  units*  They  also  stop  the  enexoy  long  enough  to  improve  the 
effectiveness  of  direct  and  indirect  fires.^^ 

The  counterreconnaisseuice  execution  task  is  to  identify,  locate,  and 
destroy  enemy  groiind  reconnaissance.^^  To  do  this,  task  forces  normally 
deploy  two  elements  forward  of  the  task  force  main  battle  area  (MBA)  under 
the  command  of  a  company  commander.  One  element,  usually  the  task  force 
scout  platoon,  establishes  a  two  layered  screen  line  to  identify,  locate, 
and  maintain  contact  with  enemy  reconnaissance  elements.  The  second 
element  has  a  guard  mission  and  destroys  the  enemy  reconnaissance  by  hasty 
attack  or  ambush.  This  guard  force  ranges  from  platoon  to  company  size. 
Assets  Available 

Although  the  divisional  heavy  brigade  has  no  organic  recozmaissance 
\mits,  the  assets  upon  which  it  can  draw  spem  the  seven  battlefield 
operating  systems  (BOS) «  The  task  force  scout  platoon,  although 
specifically  designed  to  conduct  reconnaissance  for  its  parent  unit,  is 
not  the  only  unit  available  to  the  brigade  commander  for  effective 
reconnaissamce,  and  surveillance  missions.  In  fact,  the  brigade  tasks 
subordinate  units  to  perform  these  missions  and  may  request  assets  from 
division  to  support  its  R&3  plan. 

The  intelligence  BOS's  primary  reconnaissance  asset  is  the  high 
mobility  multipurpose  wheeled  vehicle  (HMMWV)  task  force  scout  platoon. 
As  currently  equipped,  this  ten-vehicle,  28-man  platoon  has  a  mix  of  40 
millimeter  automatic  grenade  launchers  and  machine  guns  for  self  defense. 
It  has  passive  night  vision  devices  for  use  during  periods  of  limited 
visibility,  and  conventional  radios  for  reporting  information.  The 
platoon  leader  tailors  his  platoon  based  on  how  much  time  he  has  to 
accomplish  the  mission,  how  many  tasks  the  battalion  has  assigned  him,  and 
how  much  space  he  has  to  reconnoiter.  When  the  platoon  leader  has  enough 
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tiMQff  h©  may  dismoimt  all  or  part  of  his  platoon  to  infiltrat©  th©  ©n©my 
sacarity  s©n©o  Infantry  ©ft©n  augments  th©  scout  platoon  during 
dismounted  missions If  the  platoon  laadar  must  remain  mounted^  h©  may 
deploy  fiv©  two^-'^ehicl©  s<iuads^  two  fiv©=v©hicl@  sections^  or  any 
combination  between  these  two  ©^tremeSc 

Because  of  the  HSMWs  wlnerability^  ‘the  scout  platoon  must  conduct 
stealthy  reconnaissance =  In  order  to  use  a  combination  of  stealth  and 
aggressive  reconnaissance  techniques^  the  task  force  must  either  provide 
the  scout  platoon  with  additional  maneuver  BOS  assets  or  give  OPGOH  of  the 
platoon  to  a  larger  reconnaissance  force  A  mechanized  infantry^  a  tank^ 
or  an  attack  helicopter  company  might  be  the  basis  of  a  larger 
reconnaissance  force 

Esstemal  t©  the  brigade^  the  division  may  give  the  brigade  OPCO^  of 
a  ground  cavalry  troop  for  an  offensive  operation^  This  cavalry  troop 
with  its  Cavalry  Fighting  Vehicles  (CFVs)  (sometimes  augmented  with  tanks) 
and  saortar  section  provides  an  aggressive  reconnaissance  capability  =  The 
division  military  intelligence  (MI)  battalion  provides  GSR  tea^ns  to  work 
for  brigades  on  an  habitual  basis*  Often^.  the  MI  battalion  sends  an 
electronic  warfare  team  with  signal  collecting^  jamming  and  direction 
finding  capability  as  well*  For  some  offensive  operations  the  division 
may  provide  the  brigade  tactical  air  reconnaissance  or  xanmanned  aerial 
vehicle  (UAV)  sorties  to  collect  information  on  specific  targets* 

The  direct  support  artillery  battalion  has  several  COLTs  and  FISTs 
available  to  provide  digital  fir©  direction^  lasing^  and  night  vision 
capability  for  the  reconnaissance  force*  The  aviation  brigade  may  also 
provide  an  OU-BBB  helicopter  to  enhance  the  heavy  brigade ® s  night 
observation  and  fire  direction  capability*  Task  force  mortar  sections  or 
platoons  OPCOM  to  the  reconnaissance  force  can  extend  the  force " s  rang® 
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beyond  that  of  direct  support  artillery.  The  brigade  air  liaison  officer 
(ALO)  can  provide  combat  information  on  enemy  activities  deeper  in  the 
brigade's  zone  through  aircraft  in-flight  reports. 

The  mobility  and  survivability  and  air  defense  BOSs  have  assets  that 
can  contribute  to  the  reconnaissance  force  mission.  The  direct  support 
engineer  battalion  provides  engineer  reconnaissance  squads  to  the  heavy 
brigade  for  expertise  in  terrain,  obstacle,  eind  structure  reconnaissance. 
The  air  defense  battery  has  forward  observing  teams  that  cam  assist  in  the 
reconnaissance  effort.  Sometimes  STINGER  surface-to-air  missile  teauns 
accompany  the  recoimaissance  force  to  protect  it  from  air  co\inter- 
reconnaissamce,  or  estaiblish  air  aunbushes  for  the  brigade.  Division  often 
sends  sections  from  the  chemical  reconnaissance  platoon  to  work  with 
brigades*  Brigades  normally  augment  their  task  forces  with  these  valuad:)le 
assets. 

The  battle  command  amd  combat  service  support  (CSS)  BOSs  assist  in 
the  reconnaissamce  effort  as  well.  The  battle  commamd  BOS  supports 
successful  reconnaissance  in  two  ways.  First,  liaison  soldiers  obtain 
intelligence  from  reconnaissamce  forces  in  adjacent  zones.  Second,  radio 
retramsmission  or  relay  teauas,  controlled  by  either  the  reconnaissamce 
force  or  the  brigade,  ensure  continuous  coimmmications  throughout  the 
operation.  The  CSS  BOS  assists  reconnaissamce  both  directly  and 
indirectly.  It  supports  the  reconnaissance  force  directly  with  specially 
assembled  logistic  packages  (LOGPACS)  that  enad^le  the  force  to  stay  far 
enough  forward  to  do  the  mission.  Task  forces  cam  assign  reconnaissamce 
tasks  along  the  supply  route  to  the  LOGPACs.  Indirectly,  enemy  prisoners 
of  war,  refugees,  amd  local  inhad^itamts  are  all  sources  of  enemy  and 
terrain  information  in  the  brigade  area  of  operations.  Also,  aerial 
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r0^t3.pply  Gr©wg5  can  po^foism  racomaaissanc©  tasks  if  th©  S“2  briefs  the  crew 
properlsf. 

Smisnar^ 

Brigade  cosxmanders  ©aspect  timely  and  accurate  information  from 
reconnaissance  forces o  They  focus  the  intelligence  effort  through 
selection  of  PIEs  and  recomsaissance  objectives o  Although  the  entire 
staff  plays  a  role  in  reconnaissance^  the  3-2  is  first  among  equals  o  The 
B-2  conducts  develops  information  requirements ^  and  synchronizes  the 

collection  effort  through  the  H&S  plan®  The  S“’2  and  S“3  advise  th© 
cosimtander  on  how  t©  resource  this  plan® 

Reconnaissanae  forces  are  effective  when  they  apply  ma^im^m  effort 
forward^  orient  on  an  objective^,  report  information  accurately^,  retain 
freedom  of  maneuver^  gain  and  maintain  enemy  contact^  and  develop 
situations  rapidly «  They  d©  this  when  conducting  patrols reconnaissance 
by  fire/7  reconnaissance  in  force^  and  armed  reconnaissance »  The  MTPs 
specify  that  brigades  and  task  forces  must  conduct  effective 

reconnaissance  t©  be  successful  in  offensive  operationSo  Because 
potential  adversaries  will  contest  U®So  reconnaissance  efforts  vigorously^ 
brigades  must  employ  complementary  assets  from  all  seven  battlefield 
operating  systems  t©  ensure  success » 
llXo  The  Reconnaissanc©  Problem 
Introduction 

There  is  a  discrepancy  between  what  brigade  commanders  esspect  their 
reconnaissance  effort  to  d©  for  them  and  what  it  actually  accomplishes » 
This  section  establishes  the  pervasiveness  of  th©  offensive  reconnaissance 
problem  by  ©ssamining  a  RMJD  analysis z.  CAlsL  studies ^  observations and 

Operation  DESERT  STORM  essperiences .  The  impact  of  inadequate  staff 
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reconnaissance  planning^  preparation^  and  supervision  aind  reconnaissance 
force  execution  is  considered. 

RAND  Analysis  of  Reconnaissance  Performance  at  the  NTC 

In  1987,  the  U.S.  Army  commissioned  Martin  Goldsmith  of  the  RAND 
Corporation  to  analyze  the  linkage  between  reconnaissance  and  successful 
offensive  operations.  Goldsmith  analyzed  core  instrumentation  subsystem 
tapes,  after-action  review  tapes,  and  take-home  packages  from  100  National 
Training  Center  offensive  operations He  concluded  that  there  was  a 
strong  correlation  between  effective  reconnaissance  and  successful 
offensive  operations,  that  reconnaissance  was  more  successful  in 
deliberate  attacks  them  in  movements  to  contact  and  hasty  attacks,  and 
that  offensive  reconnaissance  performance  was  poor.^® 

To  discover  the  causes  of  these  results.  Goldsmith  devised  three 
data  cards  with  critical  reconnaissance  tasks  emd  information  derived  from 
doctrinal  manuals  emd  NTC  observer/controller  (0/C)  comments.  The  first 
card  evaluated  offensive  mission  success.  Successful  missions  complied 
with  commander's  intent,  secured  terrain  objectives,  destroyed  enough 
enemy  to  render  his  defense  incoherent,  emd  preserved  sufficient  combat 
strength  to  continue  the  mission.  If  both  sides  contested  a  terrain 
objective,  or  neither  side  had  coherent  combat  power  at  the  end  of  the 
battle.  Goldsmith  called  it  a  stemdoff.  Failure  was  simply  the  inverse  of 
success.^® 

The  second  data  card's  purpose  was  to  measure  the  scout  platoon's 
reconnaissance  success  in  the  objective  area,  along  the  axis  of  advamce  or 
zone  of  action,  and  beyond  the  objective.  It  also  determined  which  steps 
the  task  force  and  scout  platoon  took  to  plem,  prepare,  and  execute  the 
reconnaissance  mission.  Goldsmith  considered  reconnaissance  successful 
when  reconnaissance  forces  gained  knowledge  of  enemy  defensive  positions 
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matter  what  th©  task  fore©  did  with  it)  H©  computed  th©  parcaatag©  of 
racosmaissanc©  tasks  accomplish©do 

Thm  third  data  card  was  a  r©GOxmaissanc©  asset  utilisatiosa  matrix 
that  identified  which  assets  th©  task  fore©  used  to  accomplish 
reconnaissance  tasks  o  RM3B  derived  field  data  from  63  battles  by  14  task 
forces o  O/Cs  filled  out  all  cards  while  preparing  for  th©ir 

The  field  data  revealed  that  reconnaissance  preceding  all  offensive 
operations  was  effective  only  8  percent  of  the  tim©c  Seventy  percent  of 
offensive  operations  succeeded  when  the  reconnaissance  mission  was 
effective  o  Conversely/^  when  reconnaissance  was  ineffective offensive 
operations  succeeded  only  a  quarter  of  the  time  (see  Table  Appendix  A) » 
There  were  two  statistically  significant  factors  that  affected  the 
success  of  offensive  reconnaissances  time  and  asset  utilisation The 
sooner  the  staff  disseminated  the  R£:S  plan//  the  mor©  time  there  was  to 
rehearse  it  and  perform  the  mission  c  Th©  more  mission  time  th© 
reconnaissance  force  had^r  the  mor©  stealth  it  employed o  Th©  stealthier  it 
was^  th©  mor©  likely  it  survived/?  and  the  more  reconnaissance  tasks  it 
performedo  Th©  mor©  tasks  it  performed/?  the  greater  th©  mission  success. 
Time  and  offensive  reconnaissance  success  were  strongly  correlated. 
Unfortunatelv^  reconnaissance  forces  received  R^S  plans  before  execution 


only  42  percent  of  th©  time.  Th©  recomaissanc©  force  rehearsed 
internally  only  1S>  percent  of  its  missions.'*^  Pressed  for  tim©^ 
reconnaissance  forces  avoided  enemy  contact  only  a  q[uart©r  of  th©  time 
(s©e  Table  2^  Appendix  A) . 

Only  a  third  ©f  th©  reconnaissance  missions  established  OFs  in  time 
t©  help  th©  commander  focus  his  combat  power  on  th©  objective.  Even 
fewer /7  6  percent/?  provided  surveillance  beyond  the  objective This 
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finding  is  significant  for  two  reasons.  First/  the  OPFOR/  whose 
reconnaissance  efforts  succeed  xaore  than  three  quarters  of  the  time,  claim 
that  90  percent  of  their  combat  intelligence  comes  from  stationary  OPs 
rather  than  through  aggressive  reconnaissance  techniques Second,  when 
task  force  scouts  do  not  accomplish  their  mission,  brigade  commanders  must 
rely  on  division  assets  to  see  the  objective.  Xn  many  cases  these  assets 
are  not  responsive  enough  to  the  needs  of  commanders,  preventing  them  from 
focusing  combat  power  on  the  objective,  or  detecting  a  second  echelon 
counterattack  in  time  to  react  decisively. 

The  RAND  data  demonstrated  the  value  of  adding  non-scout  assets  to 
the  reconnaissance  effort.  Units  used  the  following  non-scout  assets 
during  the  time  of  the  RAND  study s  engineer,  ground  surveillance  radar, 
infauitry,  forward  observers,  aviation,  emd  armor. The  biggest  payoff 
from  non-scout  assets  came  from  engineers  who  assisted  with  locating, 
breaching,  and  marking  obstacles.  Statistically,  reconnaissance  forces 
performed  these  tasks  poorly.  This  problem  was  more  pronounced  along  the 
axis  of  advemce  than  in  the  objective  area  where  the  brigade  normally 
focused  its  reconnaissance  effort^^  (see  TedDle  3,  Appendix  A) .  Goldsmith 
suggested  that  the  tenacity  with  which  the  OPFOR  guarded  its  obstacle 
system  caused  the  low  overall  success  rate.^^  Breaching  improved  when  the 
reconnaissance  force  had  more  time  to  operate. 

Unfortunately,  the  RAND  study  did  not  correlate  the  employment  of 
other  non-scout  assets  with  reconnaissance  mission  success.  It  did  record 
the  frequency  of  their  use  in  various  reconnaissance  tasks.  After 
engineers,  ground  surveillance  radar  was  the  most  used  non-scout  asset. 
Units  employed  infantry  in  the  reconnaissance  role  about  a  third  of  the 
time.  Surprisingly,  artillery  forward  observers  directed  fires  for  the 
reconnaissance  force  only  21  percent  of  the  time.^'^  Goldsmith  detected  a 
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r©luctanc©  by  to  ©mploy  airiation  in  a  recomsaissanc©  rol©  for 

f©ar  ©f  losing  th©SG  valuabl©  aas©tSc  H©  suggested  that  comiasxdsrs  w©igh 
th©  r©cosmaiasas3.©©  payoff  •^©ra'^a  risk  car©fxxlly  Brigades  n©v’©r 

pro’wldmda  and  task  forces  nearer  regussted^r  signal  or  electronic  warfare 
support  for  the  duration  of  th©  RMJD  study 
CALL  Analysis  of  Reconnaissanc©  Perf orman_c_©  at  the  NTC 

CALL  p©rs©nn©l  at  th©  HTC  continued  to  iiiaintain  BAHD  statistics  for 
a  year  following  th©  publication  of  th©  reconnaissance  studyo  Th©  goal 
was  t©  dstermin©  wh©th©r  th©  emphasis  th©  NTC  was  placing  on 
reconnaissanc©  during  rotations  was  having  any  effect «,  The  results  were 


When  CALL  completed  its  study  in  1988^^  unite  w©re  still  conducting 
®€f©cti*^©  reconnaissanc©  for  a  quarter  of  th©  offensive  missions  onlye 
-.n©  success  rat©  ©f  a  d©lib©rat©  attack  following  effective  recosmaissanc© 
ros©  from  73  t©  S3  percents  Unfortunately^,  th©  failure  rat©  following 
fail©d  reconnaissance  ros©  as  w©!!^,  from  76  t©  90  percent »  CALL^  unlike 
c©rr©lat©d  timely  R^S  plans  to  successful  attacks  o  It  determined  73 
percent  of  units  disseminating  timely  R&S  plans  win^  whil®  82  percent  of 
thos©  wh©  d©  not  17  l©s©o^^ 

CALL  conducted  a  second  study  in  1988  concerning  scout 
^■^rvivability o  After  analysing  109  task  force  battles^  it  concluded  that 
«n©  50  percent  average  casualty  rat©  for  scout  platoons  remained  constant 
despite  th©  scout  platoon  organisation  change  from  CFVs  to  HSMWVSo®^  It 
claimed  that  the  issue  was  stealth o  The  ©nemy^  visibility^  mission^  time 
allowed  to  esse  cut©  the  mission^  ^d  scout  training  determined  how  stealthy 
scouts  w©rec  Th©  primary  problem  was  trainingo  Scouts  failed  to  find 
targets  b©f©r©  th©  ©n©my  saw  thorny  they  carelessly  constructed  OFs^  they 
©ft©n  did  not  dismount^  or  dismounted  within  the  enemy's  weapons' 
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effective  remge;  and  they  concealed  their  vehicles  poorly.  The  OPFOR 
killed  scouts  primarily  by  direct  fire,  but  also  used  artillery  and  aerial 
counterreconnaissance . ” 

Recent  Reconnaissance  Trends 

While  the  RAND  and  CALL  studies  concentrated  on  execution  at  the 

task  force  and  scout  platoon  level,  NTC  take-home  packages  reveal  how 

brigade  and  task  force  staffs  plan  and  prepare,  as  well  as  supervise  the 

execution  of  reconnaissemce .  From  October  1991  to  March  1993,  the  rate  of 

successful  reconnaissance  remained  consistently  low  at  25  percent. The 

correlation  of  effective  reconnaissance  to  successful  offensive  operations 

rose  to  90  percent. Each  member  of  the  staff  is  partly  responsible  for 

the  low  reconnaissance  success  rate.  The  S-2  who  produces  the  R&S  plan, 

the  S-3  who  tasks  assets  to  execute  it,  and  the  S-1  and  S-4  who  sustain 

the  effort,  all  fall  short  at  the  NTC« 

Planning  begins  with  the  commander  and  S-2 '  s  selection  of  PIRs .  The 

PIR  selection  process  requires  an  understanding  of  both  enemy  emd  friendly 

strengths  and  weaknesses.  S-2s  at  the  NTC  lack  professional  knowledge  of 

both.^^  S-2s  do  not  comprehend  the  OPFOR,  their  enemy  at  the  NTC.  They 

do  not  know  the  OPFOR's  counter  reconnaissance  capedaility  or  actions,  his 

reaction  to  contact,  or  his  firepower  and  maneuver  options.  S-2s  do  not 

understand  OPFOR  weaknesses  and  vulnered^ilities  or  where  to  search  for 

gaps  in  his  defense.”  Consequently,  S-2s  recommend  PIRs  that  are  too 

general  and  too  nxmerous .  Often,  commanders  approve  the  PIRs  without 

refinement.  The  result  is  an  R&S  pleui  which  lacks  focus.  The  brigade 

intelligence  BOS  0/C  summarized  the  trend  in  1993  with  this  observation: 

The  S-2's  continue  to  struggle  with  their  roles  in  the  BCT 
[brigade  combat  team]  ...  A  vision  of  the  battlefield  and 
what  the  commander  heeds  to  know,  CCIR  [commander's  critical 
information  requirements],  PIR  and  IR,  remains  a  bridge  too 
far  for  lEW  [intelligence  and  electronic  warfare]  BOS.^*^ 
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augmosxtation  from  divisioso  Brigad©  B-2b  ha'^©  troisfel©  identifying  th© 
optim'OM  asset  t©  ©©-^©r  specific  targets «  They  r©ly  on  siibordinat©  task 
forces  to  conduct  r©connaisaanc©o  Similarly £-  task  fore©  S“2s  rely  too 
much  on  their  sco^t  platoons  t©  accomplish  r©connaissanc©  tasks o  B-2b 


t©  be  disseminated  after  th©  recozmaissanc©  fore©  has  deployed  This 


lack  ©f  timeliness  prevents  these  forces  from  adegaately  preparing  for 


Reconnaissance  forces  have  difficulty  in  maintaining  continuous 
communications o  B^2b  lose  control  of  recozmaissanc©  efforts  during  battle 
because  of  poor  communications^  and  inefficient  tactical  operations  center 
(TOC)  procedures..  Half  the  tim©^,  S“2s  los©  cosmmmications  with  the 
reconnaissance  force  leader  before  mission  completiono  Sometimes  this  is 
because  h©  is’  a  casualty^  but  often  it  is  because  of  distance  or 
intervening  terraiUo  BJeither  the  RAMD  study  nor  th©  subsequent  take -horn© 
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packages  record  radio  retransmission  or  relay  ever  being  incorporated  into 
reconnaissance  planning* 

When  commtmications  are  continuous,  S-2s  face  a  different  problem* 
They  are  seldom  able  to  deduce  the  enemy's  dispositions,  activities,  and 
intent  from  the  deluge  of  combat  information  reports  sent  via  radio. 
Reports  are  often  late,  imprecise,  and  contradictory.®®  Consequently,  S-2s 
cannot  assist  commanders  in  visualizing  the  battlefield.  Commanders  who 
are  unsure  about  the  enemy  situation  react  slowly  or  indecisively. 

The  failure  of  S-2s  to  supervise  adequately  their  own  section 
operations  affects  the  information  collection  effort.  Average  brigade  and 
task  force  intelligence  sections  are  80  percent  of  authorized  personnel 
strength.®®  This  places  a  premixim  on  efficiency.  The  trend  shows  the 
opposite:  brigades  do  not  enforce  O&I  radio  net  discipline,  they  only 
passively  monitor  the  division  intelligence  net,  shift  leaders  keep 
haphazard  journals,  there  is  poor  continuity  between  shifts,  and  brigades 
produce  substandard  intelligence  products.®’  Overworked  S-2s  fail  to  focus 
on  planning  reconnaissance  for  the  upcoming  mission  and  lose  control  of 
the  effort  in  progress. 

Brigade  commanders  and  S-3s  offer  little  assistance  to  S-2s  in 
resourcing  or  integrating  R&S  plans.  Despite  their  understemding  of  the 
low  reconnaissance  success  rate  and  its  effect  on  the  overall  offensive 
mission,  commanders  and  S-3s  are  reluctant  to  provide  the  assets  necessary 
to  ensure  success.  Task  force  commanders  and  S-3s  rarely  assign 
reconnaissance  tasks  to  maneuver  companies  (mechanized  infantzry,  armor, 
or,  when  availad>le,  aviation)  .®®  Seldom  do  R&S  plans  address 
reconnaissance  force  regeneration.  During  the  battle,  commamders  and  S-3s 
do  not  replace  destroyed  reconnaissance  assets  quickly  enough  to  avoid 
loss  of  tempo. ®^  The  replacement  wits  lack  training  in  reconnaissance 
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t©Glmiqm©B  and  of  ton  bacomo  casinaltiss  rapidly"  °  Inadequate  resourcing 
inbibits  continuous  reconnaissanceo  d©  not  synchronic©  R^S  plans 

with  schemes  of  maneu'^er  ©r  '^deconf lict  ^  control  measures 

and  d©  not  plan  and  ©scecut©  the  sustainment  of  th© 

reconnaissance  force  over  time  (duration  of  OT?C  rotations)  <,  S^-ls  usually 
do  not  anticipate  the  nms^er  of  scout  and  MX  soldier  casualties  by 
requesting  sufficient  replacements  before  battle «  Even  when  augmented 
scout  platoons  approach  companies  in  sic©^  S“4s  seldom  taxlor  support  to 
compensate  for  th©  platoon''s  inadequate  logistics  infrastructur©o  S-ls 
and  S“4s  rarely  synchronic©  th©  assembly  of  replacements  and  supplies  so 
that  LOGRACs  can  b©  positioned  at  th©  right  place  and  time  t©  support  a 
continuous  reconnaissance  effort 

Th©  problem  brigades  hav©  sustaining  th©  reconnaissance  effort  at 
the  training  centers  manifested  itself  during  DESERT  STORM o  Because  of 
th©  distance  over  which  units  attacked  during  operation  DESERT  STORM^ 
brigades  ’had  troubl©  keeping  their  reconnaissance  forces  resupplied o  To 
maintain  th©  tesg^o  and  stay  fueled^  th©  commander  of  a  divisional  cavalry 
squadron  attached  t©  a  brigad©  changed  his  task  organicationo  H©  divided 
in  half  his  on©  organic  crv-equipped  cavalry  troop  and  integrated  tanks 
from  an  attached  tank  companyo*^^  This  enabled  him  to  conduct  continuous 
operations  by  r©fu©ling  on©  troop  while  th©  other  continued  the  mission 
Th©  disadvantage  of  this  "^leap  frog®®  technique  was  that  no  more  than  half 
the  squadron  was  actively  r©c©nn©it©ring  at  a  time, 

Xnadequat©  preparation  has  a  greater  impact  on  reconnaissance 
success  at  th©  MTC  than  th©  problem  staffs  hav©  with  plazmingo  While 
brigades  and  task  forces  sometimes  rehears©  reconnaissance  before  the 
first  battle  of  th©  rotation  (the  first  OTC  mission)  0/Cs  rarely  observe 
physical  rehearsals  between  battles Rehearsals^  when  \anits  do  conduct 
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them,  are  not  tied  to  the  decision  support  template.  S-*2s  do  not  restate 
PIRs,  reiterate  the  enen^  most  probable  course  of  action,  clarify  NAIs,  or 
discuss  reporting  procedures »  S“3s  do  not  review  the  scheme  of  maneuver, 
practice  regeneration,  ensure  the  distribution  of  reconnaissance  taskings 
is  equitable,  or  resolve  graphics  discrepancies.  Fire  support  officers  do 
not  explain  fire  support  relationships,  special  procedures,  or  fire 
coordination  measures.  Signal  officers  do  not  discuss  long-range 
communication  amd  troubleshooting  contingencies.  S-ls  and  S-4s  are  not 
present  to  rehearse  special  arrangements  to  sustain  the  force.  When  staff 
members  are  present,  they  do  not  participate  as  experts  on  the  actions  of 
their  OPFOR  co\interparts.’® 

Because  commanders  and  staffs  do  not  resource  reconnaissance  forces 
adequately,  reconnaissemce  forces  must  operate  continuously  making  it 
difficult  to  assemble  and  conduct  physical  rehearsals.  Often  augmentation 
from  higher  headquarters  arrives  too  late  to  participate  in  a  physical 
rehearsal.  Brigade  S-2s  occasionally  practice  the  alternative,  radio 
rehearsals  between  task  force  S-2s  and  reconnaissemce  forces,  but  not  with 
the  entire  coxnmand  emd  staff.  0/Cs  notice  that  when  rehearsals  occur,  the 
chances  of  reconnaissance  success  improve  significantly.^^ 

When  not  preceded  in  the  zone  of  action  by  the  division  cavalry 
squadron,  the  brigade  reconnaissance  force  is  the  first  to  face  the 
enemy's  security  zone.  This  is  the  usual  scenario  at  the  NTC. 
Unfortunately,  reconnaissemce  forces  cannot  penetrate  the  security  zone, 
survive  the  counterrecozmaissemce  fight,  reach  the  objective  area,  emd  see 
deep.  HMMWV- equipped  task  force  scout  platoons  do  not  survive  when  time 
constraints  or  the  OPFOR  compels  them  to  use  aggressive  techniques.  The 
CFVs  emd  the  M113  family  of  vehicles  are  too  loud  to  be  stealthy,  thereby 
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ratm  is  th©  sam©  for  both,  tracked  and  wheeled  ■vehicles  c 

T©  correct  th©  ©ffenai'^©  reconnaissance  problem^  some  brigade  and 
task  force  coitmianders  ©sspariment  with  ad  hoc  organisations  to  perform  this 
critical  mission <>  Commanders  create  these  organizations  to  be  responsible 
directly  to  them.  The  problem  with  ad  hoc  scout  units  is  threefolds 
brigade  commanders  rely  mor©  ©n  them  than  other  available  assets^  ad  hoc 
units  lack  training  proficiency^  and  they  are  difficult  to  sustain 

One  brigad©  employed  an  ad  hoc  reconnaissance  organization  at  th© 
HTG  which  provides  an  essample  of  the  first  tw©  of  these  problems,  Th© 
brigad©  deployed  th©  ad  hoc  force  between  five  and  15  kilometers  in  front 
of  th©  lead  battalion  to  bridge  th©  gap  between  task  force  scout  platoons 
and  division  cavalry.  They  even  employed  ‘UM.V’  '“Pointer'^  to  extend  their 
range.  The  brigad©  commander  believed  the  reports  of  his  ad  hoc 
organization  without  investigating  why  information  he  was  receiving  from 
th©  task  forces  was  contradictory,  Although  the  task  forces  had  a  mor© 
accurate  picture  ©f  th©  enemy the  brigad©  commander  believed  his  ad  hoc 
unit  because  th©  information  it  sent  was  analyzed  directly  by  his  S-^2, 
The  hand  off  of  mis  from  th©  ad  hoc  force  to  the  task  forces  was  just  as 
troublesome  as  from  division  cavalry  to  the  task  forces,  Th©  ad  hoc  fore© 
had  not  trained  enough  with  other  reconnaissance  \mits  of  the  heavy 
brigade,  Thus^  despite  the  commander's  best  intentions^  the  cohesion  and 
effectiveness  of  th©  brigade's  reconnaissance  and  surveillance  operations 
did  not  improve , 

Many  task  forces  and  some  brigades  created  ad  hoc  reconnaissance 
organizations  during  DESEM  STORM,  One  well -documented^  typical  example 
experienced  sustainment  problems,  A  heavy  task  force  placed  the  scout 
platoon^,  a  tank  platoon^  a  mechanized  infantry  platoon^  and  an  engineer 
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section  under  the  command  of  the  head<a[uarters  company  commander.’®  The 
wheeled  scout  platoon  maintained  flank  coordination  while  the  tanks  and 
BFVs  conducted  a  zone  reconnaissance .  The  ad  hoc  force  was  successful 
initially  in  locating  the  enemy  and  focusing  the  attack.  To  maintain  a 
mobility  differential  over  the  main  body,  however,  the  ad  hoc  force 
required  more  fuel  than  a  normal  company.  Unable  to  support  the  ad  hoc 
force  logistically,  the  task  force  disbanded  it.®^ 

IV.  Deficiencies  in  Doctrine.  Organization,  Equipments  and  Training 
Introduction 

This  section  explains  why  heavy  brigade  reconnaissance  is 
ineffective.  It  examines  deficiencies  in  U.S.  Army  doctrine,  orgemization 
and  equipment,  and  training  that  are  in  some  way  responsible  for 
weaknesses  in  heavy  brigade  reconnaissance  capadDility.  Solutions  are 
considered  for  each  area. 

Doctrine 

Doctrinal  literature  has  improved  since  the  1987  completion  of  the 
RAND  study  by  stating  clearly  that  commanders  are  responsible  for  driving 
and  focusing  the  reconnaissance  and  intelligence  process.  Doctrine 
emphasizes  reconnaissance  amd  its  linkage  to  success  in  offensive 
operations.  Recent  publications  emphasize  this  linkage  znore  than  those 
prior  to  1993.  Three  problems  persist.  R&S  plan  explanation  is  not 
comprehensive  enough  in  any  docxnnent  to  guide  S->2s  in  producing  an 
effective  product.  "How  to"  manuals  do  not  explain  in  detail  how  units 
are  to  conduct  reconnaissance  using  the  assets  available  to  a  divisional 
heavy  brigade.  The  associated  MTPs  lack  reconnaissance  subtasks  and 
establish  unrealistic  performance  standards.  Finally,  the  stealth  versus 
aggressive  issue  remains  unresolved. 


25 


FM  100“5  clearly  makos  int©llig©xic©  th©  responsibility  of  the 
eos!Mand©r  with  th©  S-2  as  his  '^essacutiv©  agent o”  Unfortmxataly^  this 
doonmant  mentions  raoosmaissanc©  only  five  times  o  It  makes  the  connection 
betwaan  ©ffacti'^©  reconnaissance  and  snccassfnl  offensive  operations^r  but 
©ssplains  the  former  only  in  the  content  of  fore©  protectiono®^  The  two 
chapters  ^Fundamentals  of  the  Offense'^  and  "Planning  and  Conducting  the 
Offense"  mention  reconnaissance  only  once  and  then  only  along  the  route  o®^ 
For  a  capstone  document  that  sets  the  tone  for  subordinate  manuals ^  FM 
1D©“5  fails  to  emphasis®  the  importance  of  reconnaissance « 

Although  the  best  discussion  of  offensive  reconnaissance  appears  in 
FM  ll'-BBff  Cavaln^  Onerations^  this  manual  has  three  shortcomings o  Firsts 
despite  its  importance  to  reconnaissance  mission  success ^  the  discussion 
of  Has  planning  lacks  detail  o®^  Second^  the  manual  does  not  ©ssplain  how 
corps®  cavalry  regiment  transfers  targets  to  divisional  cavalry  squadrons ^ 
or  how  squadrons  hand  off  targets  to  task  force  scouts  in  heavy  brigades  =, 
^hirdff  it  does  not  address  how  brigades  conducting  supporting  attacks 
reconnoiter  for  themselves  when  a  cavalry  organization  does  not  precede 
them  in  their  zone  of  action c 

The  brigade  "how  to  fight"  manual^  FM  71“3^  Armored  and  Mechanized 

XnfantCT  Briga^^  provides  insufficient  information  on  R&B  planning^ 

reconnaissance  asset  allocation^?  and  reconnaissance  ©3€©cution  during 

movements  to  contact  o®^  The  latter  is  the  most  significant  flawo®® 

According  t©  the  manual^  the  brigade  security  force 

conducts  reconnaissancei?  develops  the  situation^  destroys 
©nemy  recosmaissanc©  elements^  secures  key  terrain^  ‘reports^ 
and  (if  possible)  breaches  obstacles^  and  prevents  unnecessary 
or  premature  deployment  of  the  main  body  of  the  brigade  o®*^ 

The  diagram  FM  71=3  uses  t©  illustrate  the  brigade  movement  to  contact 

formation  shows  the  forward  security  force  without  a  scout  platoon  (s©© 
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Figure  2 )  « 


The  scout  platoon  should  be  the  element  of  the  forward 


security  force  which  "accurately  locates  emd  defines  the  size  and 
composition  of  the  [main]  enemy  force,"  while  the  tank  and  mechanized 
infantry  platoons  destroy  the  enemy  reconnaissance  forces.®® 


Heavy  Brigade  Movement  to  Contact  Formation 


Figure  2®® 

ARTEP  71-3  MTP  addresses  reconnaissance  in  only  one  offensive 
operation.  Specifically,  sufficient  time  and  resources  for  detailed 
reconnaissance  are  conditions  for  the  deliberate  attack.®®  There  is  no 
mention  of  reconnaissance  requirements  before  movement  to  contact  or  hasty 
attack.  Another  omission  is  the  lack  of  a  requirement  for  an  R&S 
rehearsal  • 

Two  tasks  in  ARTEP  7 1-2 -MTP  have  major  deficiencies:  "fight  meeting 
engagement"  and  "assault".  To  fight  a  meeting  engagement,  the  scout 
platoon  must  locate  emd  report  enemy  actions  and  obstacles  early  enough 
for  the  advemce  guard  (security  force)  to  develop  a  scheme  of  maneuver  emd 
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d©pl©2r  b©for©  contacts  It  smsit  xgiaintain  contact  with  th©  ©ntsmy  until 
raliQ'^ed^  and  collect  information  on  d©©p©r  enemy  positions  and 
formations  ^h©  manual  does  not  describe  how  HMMmf  scouts  are  to  move 
far  enough  in  front  of  th©  advanc©  guard  to  provide  it  reaction  tim©o  The 
nature  of  movements  to  contact  almost  coxx^el  scouts  to  adopt  an  aggressiv© 
reconnaissance  techni^e^  It  does  not  specify  (perhaps  becaus©  it  is 
ixi^ossible)  hoi^  th©  scout  platoon  maintains  contact  with  the  enemy "s  lead 
elements^  hands  thorn  off  to  th©  advance  guard  and  gets  deep  into  enemy 
formation  at  the  sam©  timeo 

Like  the  meeting  engagement^  the  battalion  assault  task  demands  some 
unrealistic  standardso  For  ©ssampl©^  during  an  assault  th©  task  force  must 
succeed  in  the  critical  task  of  finding  enemy  weaknesses,,  antitank 
weapons,,  fir©  sacks ,7  platoon  positions,,  and  flanks <.  It  must  locate 
natural  obstacles,,  possibl©  routes ^  and  overwatch  and  support  by  fir® 
positions  c  It  must  accomplish  this  in  on©  hour  without  decisive 
engagement  and  without  losing  mor©  than  5  percent  of  its  combat  strength  c” 
This  is  not  a  realistic  standard  for  reconnaissance  success o 

FM  11-BBff  Scout  glatoon.;,  lacks  clarity  in  three  areas o  First,,  it  is 
not  clear  for  whom  th©  scout  platoon  leader  works «.  Although  he 
ultimately  works  for  th©  battalion  commander,r  th©  S~3  ©alloys  him,,  th©  S-2 
tasks  and  controls  him„  and  th©  headquarters  company  coxmsander  rates  him, 
S@eond,7  WM  17  =  98  does  not  discuss  in  detail  the  reconnaissance 
augmentation  assets  that  may  work  for  or  with  th©  scout  platoon  leader o 
Lastff  th©  manual  does  not  rosolv©  the  debate  between  stealth  and 
aggr©ssiv©  reconnaissance^  It  acknowledges  that  being  ©quipped  with 
IMfWs  suggests  a  stealthy  approach  but  it  claims,,  .  o  mounted 
reconnaissance  is  on©  of  th©  most  frequently  employed  methods  Scouts 
remain  mounted  when  their  tim©  is  limited,,  and  they  can  avoid  contact 
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Seldom  at  the  NTC  or  in 


because  they  know  enemy  and  obstacle  locations. 
war  do  scouts  have  such  precise  information  prior  to  starting  their 
mission. 

Possible  solutions  to  FM  17-98 '^s  deficiencies  include  an  expleuiation 
of  the  scout  platoon  leader's  special  relationship  with  the  battalion 
staff,  particularly  with  the  S-2.  The  manual  should  familiarize  the 
platoon  chain  of  command  with  the  assets  they  receive  hedaitually  to 
improve  home-station  training.  Finally,  the  document  requires  a  more 
comprehensive  discussion  of  when  stealth,  aggressive,  or  both  techniques 
are  appropriate. 

Doctrine  has  not  resolved  how  to  resupply  reconnaissance  forces.  At 
the  task  force  level,  for  example,  the  headquarters  company  first 
sergeamt,  executive  officer,  or  the  support  platoon  leader  may  lead  the 
LOGPAC  that  resupplies  the  scout  platoon.  The  scout  platoon  may  link  up 
with  the  LOGPAC  at  a  designated  point  forward  of  the  main  body  or  share  a 
site  with  the  nearest  company.  FM  17^98  calls  for  the  scout  platoon 
sergeant  to  help  the  platoon  leader  direct  the  reconnaissance  effort,  yet 
the  platoon  has  no  supply  sergeant  to  coordinate  logistics.  The  supply 
trucks  that  support  the  scout  platoon  are  vulnerable  and  are  often  unad^le 
to  reach  the  scouts  in  their  advemced  locations.  Before  the  organization 
and  equipment  aspects  of  this  deficiency  can  be  solved,  the  Army  must 
decide  how  it  wants  to  conduct  scout  platoon  sustainment (including  all 
reconnaissemce  augmentation  assets) . 

R&S  plans  can  be  no  better  than  FM  34-80,  Brigade  and  Battalion 
Intelligence  and  Electronic  Operations,  the  manual  that  explains  how  to 
produce  them.  The  RAND  study  found  the  discussion  of  R&S  plans  in  this 
manual  lacking  in  detail. The  sample  R&S  plem  does  not  meet  the  ARTEP 
71-2-MTP  stemdard.^^  RAND  identified  three  other  deficiencies  in  this 
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Organization  emd  Ecmipment 


The  U.S.  Array  heavy  brigade's  consistent  inability  to  perform 
effective  reconnaissance  is  due  partially  to  the  lack  of  robust, 
adequately  equipped  orgemizations,  and  intelligence  command  and  control 
capabilities.  Scout  platoons  and  intelligence  staff  sections  have  both 
organizational  and  equipment  deficiencies.  Equipment  deficiencies  exist 
in  communications,  night  and  long-range  observation,  and  fire  support. 
Solutions  are  considered  for  each  deficiency. 

TKADOC  force  designers  have  not  organized  or  equipped  task  force 
scout  platoons  to  accomplish  their  tasks  and  survive.  For  example,  DESERT 
STORM  scout  platoons  were  equipped  with  HHMWVs,  CFVs,  Ml 13s,  and  M901s  in 
various  combinations .  The  Tait  report  provides  a  detailed  accotint  of  how 
each  of  these  vehicles  performed.  It  concludes  that  HMMWVs,  M113s,  and 
M901s  did  not  have  a  mobility  differential  over  the  main  body  during  the 
movement  to  contact.  They  simply  drove  to  stay  ahead,  rather  than 
conducting  effective  reconnaissance.  HMMWVs  did  not  survive  chance 
contact  with  enemy  security  forces,  obstacles,  near-miss  friendly 
artillery,  or  unexploded  ordnance.  Consequently,  most  commanders 
relegated  HMMWVs  to  flank  coordination.^^  The  CFV  was  the  only  vehicle 
that  provided  both  a  mobility  differential  emd  was  survivable. 

To  correct  the  deficient  scout  platoon  organization,  brigade  and 
battalion  commanders  recommend  TRADOC  design  the  platoons  to  include  both 
HMMWVs  and  CFVs.^°°  The  Tait  group  recommends  a  task  force  scout  platoon 
of  six  HMMWVs,  five  CFVs,  and  four  motorcycles.^®^  With  additional 
"dismountable"  scouts  for  continuous  operations,  this  mixed  organization 
could  employ  both  stealth  and  aggressive  reconnaissemce  techniques  on  a 
coxnplementary  basis. 
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Matorial  Cosmasd  cam  Imp^o-w©  both  th©  CFV  and  HMW  as  scout 
platforms  with  th©  addition  of  several  componantss  a  global  positioning 
aystcam  a  vohicla  compass^  a  laser  rang©  find©r  (LRF)  ^  a  combination 
handheld/driver's  night  sights  and  an  identif ication  friend  or  fo©  (IFF) 
d©-¥*ic©o^®^  Th©  GPS  demonstrated  its  effectiveness  as  a  navigation  aid 
during  DESERT  STORSSo  A  vehicle  compass  acts  as  a  backup  to  the  GPS  and 
allows  scouts  to  check  azimuths  on  th©  move.  An  LRF  would  improve  CFV 
fire  control^  th©  accuracy  of  reporting  enemy  locations  and  the  precision 
of  fire  support o  Scouts  could  use  a  hand  held  laser  rangefinder  such  as 
th©  AF[=GVS5  at  dismounted  OPSo  A  thermal  viewer  or  second-generation^ 
forward-looking^  infrared  radar  (FLIR)^  would  assist  scouts  at  OPs,  or 
vehicle  drivers  when  underway  o  Th©s©  limit  ©divisibility  sights  would  give 
scouts  a  capability  at  least  cos^arabl©  to  Ml  series  tank  lanitSo  The  Army 
i®  developing  th©  Battlefield  Combat  Xd©ntif ication  System  (BCXS)  using 
both  millimeter  wav©  and  ultra  high  frequency  to  protect  vehicles  from 
ground  or  air  f ratricid© « This  protection  is  particularly  isi^ortant  for 
reconnaissanc©  f©ra©s  who  routinely  operat©  forward  of  th©  main  body 
during  ambiguous  battlefield  situations « 

If  th©  CFV  is  acceptable  as  an  aggressive  reconnaissance  platform^, 
THADOC  combat  developers  should  design  a  futur©  scout  vehicle  (FSV)  to  be 
a  suitable  stealth  performer Such  a  vehicle^  known  as  "'Hunter”^  was 
c©nc©iv©d  by  th©  Rapid  Fore©  Projection  Initiative o  Developed  as  an 
advanced  technology  demonstration  (ATD) ^  researchers  intend  for  this 
vehicle  to  carry  scout  sensors^  light  armor ^  antitank  self -protection 
armament  and  integral  IFFc^°^  Th©  Hunter  vehicle  will  carry  two  additional 
ATDSiP  th©  Scout  Sensor  Suit©  and  th©  Remot©  Sentry.  Th©  Scout  Sensor 
Suit©  will  hav©  multi“targ©t  acquisition  and  detection  capability  using  a 
second-generation  FhIR  and  acoustic  sensors.  Scouts  can  dismount  this 
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suite  or  use  it  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Hunter  vehicle  on  the  movec^°® 
The  Remote  Sentry  is  a  lightweight,  autonomous,  ground  surveillance  sensor 
with  limited-visibility  optics «  It  employs  both  imaging  (television  and 
FLIR)  and  non- imaging  (acoustic,  magnetic,  and  seismic)  sensors  that 
transmit  to  a  vehicle's  secure  SINCGMIS,^”  The  Hunter  vehicle  will  carary 
two  to  four  sensors  for  placement  on  the  battlefield.  The  U.S.  Aarmy 
should  spend  the  money  to  move  the  Hunter  and  its  associated  sensors  from 
ATD  to  prototype  for  further  testing.  Only  with  a  vehicle  of  the  Hunter's 
capabilities  will  tactical  commanders  be  able  to  perfoanti  deep 
reconnaissance  missions  employing  stealth. 

The  Tait  report  records  a  consensus  by  brigade  commanders  for 
brigade  scout  platoons.  Inteanriews  with  brigade  commanders  who  have  had 
peacetime  training  experience  in  the  United  States  or  Europe,  or  wartime 
experience  in  the  Vietnam  or  Southwest  Asia,  produce  similar  results. 
Some  brigade  commanders  want  their  scout  platoon  to  enhance  battle  command 
rather  than  conduct  close  reconnaissance.  The  platoon  would  function  as 
a  "directed  telescope"  If  the  brigade  scout  platoon  tracks  the 
brigade's  progress  in  the  zone  of  action,  the  task  force  scouts  could 
focus  on  and  beyond  the  obj active. Other  brigade  commanders  feel  that 
the  exchange  of  "deep  targets"  often  breaks  down  between  division  and  task 
force  scouts.  Therefore,  they  want  a  brigade  scout  platoon  to  observe 
deep  KAIs  allowing  task  force  scouts  to  concentrate  on  the  brigade  close 
fight.  The  brigade  commander  could  use  his  platoon  to  weight  the  main 
reconnaissance  effort,  replace  killed  task  force  scouts  with  identically 
trained,  brigade  scouts,  or  observe  the  gap  between  the  cavalry  squadron 
and  the  task  forces.  They  all  agree  that  the  organization  should  have  a 
mix  of  CFVs,  HMMWVs,  and  motorcycles.  Brigade  commanders  would  organize 
and  train  all  scout  platoons  within  the  brigade  in  an  identical  manner. 
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ThcBS©  mx^Bd  seoist  platoonm  womld  add  f los^ibilit^f^  agility^ 
and  radtandancy  t©  brigad©  offsnsiv©  r©connaissane©  missions « 

2n©ff©ctiir©  r©c©nnaissanc3  is  traceabl©  in  part  to  communications 
©quipmsnt  currently  in  us©  within  h©a^  brigades «  Th©  current  family  of 
radios  is  both  unreliable  and  short  ranged  (15“25  kilometers) c  These 
radios  restrict  th©  scop©  of  th©  reconnaissanc©  forcso  Th©  reliable^  35 
kilom©t©r=rang©  Single  Chann©!  Groimd  and  Airborne  Radio  System  (SINC6ARS) 
has  performed  b©tt©r  than  its  predecessors^  but  still  relies  on  line  of 
sight o  Th©  reconnaissanc©  force  n©©ds  enough  quick-erect^  long-range 
antennas^  and  radio  retransmission  or  relay  support  to  ensure  continuous 
communications  in  c©rapartm©nt©d  terrain.  In  esgtremely  restricted  terrain 
©r  ©“^©r  @3gt©nd®d  distances^  th©  reconnaissanc©  force  commander  and  th© 
brigad©  and  battalion  commanders  may  need  tactical  satellite  radios 
(TACSAT)  to  talk. 

Th©  lack  of  robustness  ©f  th©  hea'^  brigade  intelligence  command  and 
control  system  also  contributes  to  ineffectiv©  reconnaissance.  TRADOG 
wants  to  harness  information  age  technology  to  help  solve  the  brigad© 
coimand@r®s  problem  of  visualising  th©  battlefield.  It  envisions  an  Army 
Battl©  Command  System  (ABCS)  that  broadcasts  battlefield  information 
through  digitisation^  th©  real-time  ©sschange  of  tactical  data  between 
different  elements  of  th©  combined  arms  team.  ABCS  will  broadcast  enemy 
and  friendly  dispositions^  graphic  control  measures^?  and  terrain  features. 
Commanders  will  maintain  hierarchical  control  of  operations  orders.  All 
users  will  be  able  to  access  intemetted  carousals  for  intelligence. 
Advanced  intelligence  systems  will  feed  ABCS  with  precis®  enemy  positions^? 
posture  and  activities . 

ABCS  enables  elements  of  th©  reconnaissanc©  fore©  to  share 
information  internally  with  other  imits^  and  with  the  controlling 
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headquarters  faster  than  in  the  current  systeiHe^^^  This  real-time 
information  sharing  also  enables  attacking  units  to  adjust  the  direction 
of  attack  enroute  to  the  objective  to  attain  decisive  advantage  over  the 
enemy.  The  hardware  that  will  transmit  ABCS  via  SINCGARS  to  individual 
vehicles  may  resemble  the  intervehicular  information  system  (IVIS)^^^  now 
being  tested  by  units  at  Fort  Hood^  Texas.  ABCS  will  help  commanders 
visualize  the  battlefield  so  they  can  focus  the  reconnaissance  effort, 
assess  friendly  and  enemy  situations,  and  concentrate  combat  power  on 
enemy  weakness. 

With  current  technology,  processing  information  received  primarily 
by  radio  into  a  common  intelligence  picture,  then  producing  and 
disseminating  the  various  intelligence  products,  is  labor  intensive.  At 
80  percent  average  strength,  S-2  sections  cannot  do  this  fast  enough  to 
help  the  commander  make  tactical  decisions . The  tsible  of  organization 
and  equipment  authorizes  a  major,  a  captain,  and  a  first  lieutenant  for 
brigade  S-2  sections.  The  average  section  contains  only  two  of  the  three 
authorized  officers,  and  40  percent  of  the  brigade  S-2s  are  captains 
rather  than  majors. Organizational  solutions  include  fully  staffing  S-2 
sections  and  augmenting  the  sections  with  enough  liaison  soldiers  to  carry 
the  intelligence  products  to  higher  and  lower  headquarters.  The  Total 
Army  Personnel  Agency  (TAPA)  should  fill  all  intelligence  officer 
positions  authorized  within  the  heavy  brigade  with  officers  of  the  maximum 
authorized  rank  allowable.  S-2s  could  then  spend  more  time  coordinating 
staff  intelligence  interaction  and  directing  the  reconnaissance  effort. 
Even  ABCS  will  not  replace  soldiers  collecting,  analyzing,  and 
distributing  intelligence. 

Brigade  commanders  have  no  organic  capability  to  see  the  gap  between 
task  force  scouts  and  division  cavalry.  Either  task  force  scouts  must 
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thia  spac©i7  ©r  di^isioa  must  augment  brigades  with  long-range 
reoonnaissancenaissan©©  assets©  Technological  innovation  can  help  solve 
this  problsMo  The  Mightstalker  Surveillance  System^  is  a  tactical^ 
multi“S3ns©rff  ground  surveillance  replacement  for  GSR©  Xt  can  "detect^? 
positively  identify^  and  precisely  locate  moving  targets  up  to  20^  17  and 
10  kilometers  respectively©"^^’ 


platoons  could  control  Pointer  with  little  support  structure©  As  an 
organic  assets  it  would  guarantee  the  coimander  control  of  some  vertical 
reconnaissance  capability© 

Fire  support  equipment  deficiencies  prevent  the  brigade  commander 
from  pushing  his  reconnaissance  force  far  enough  forward  to  close  the  gap 
with  the  cavalry  squadron©  The  necessity  to  remain  within  the  range  of 
direct  support  artillery  limits  heavy  brigade  reconnaissance  forces©  For 


the  M109A2  or  A3  howitzer,  this  limit  is  ed^out  12  kilometers  forward  of 
the  main  body  (two-thirds  of  the  howitzers'  18.1  kilometer  conventional- 
ammunition  range)  .  The  Army  will  extend  this  remge  to  eQjout  16  kilometers 
with  base -bled  eunmunition  in  existing  howitzers,  or  with  the  M109A6 
Paladin's  new  cemnon.  The  use  of  a  GPS  and  LRF  to  pinpoint  the  enemy's 
location  improves  the  precision  of  calls  for  fire.  If  a  COLT  or  FIST 
vehicle  is  part  of  the  reconnaissance  force,  it  can  transmit  the  call  for 
fire  digitally,  thereby  increasing  the  responsiveness  of  the  fire  support. 

When  it  is  necessary  to  push  the  brigade's  "eyes"  beyond  the  range 
of  the  supporting  artillery,  as  was  frequently  done  during  DESERT  STORM, 
the  brigade  or  task  force  commander  often  attached  the  heavy  mortar 
platoon  (or  a  section)  to  the  reconnaissance  force.  Operating  on  the 
reconnaissance  force's  internal  net,  mortar  platoons  were  very  responsive 
to  scout  calls  for  fire.  Uhfortunately,  mortars  are  far  less  lethal  than 
howitzers.  Technological  enhamcements  that  would  increase  mortar 
lethality  while  reducing  the  ammunition  resupply  rate  are  precision  guided 
mortar  munitions  (PGMM)  and  improved  fire  control.  As  an  ATD  initiative, 
PGMM  will  incorporate  infrared  and  millimeter  wave  sensors,  laser 
designators,  and  fiber  optics  guidance  systems  for  top-attack  antiarmor 
warheads . 

Training 

Weaknesses  in  conducting  reconnaissemce  operations  are  traceeQ:>le  to 
deficiencies  in  leader  and  collective  training.  Although  institutional, 
training  has  improved  since  1987,  there  are  still  many  deficiencies  in 
training  for  scout  platoon  leaders,  S-2s  and  battalion  and  brigade 
commanders.  Units  anticipating  CTC  rotations  often  do  not  have  the  time 
or  resources  necessary  for  quality  reconnaissance  collective  training. 
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aiagmanfeation  makaa  tham  larg©  and  complesso  Int©llig©nc©  sections  could 
help  scout  platoon  leaders  hy  producing  products  detailed  sufficiently  for 
scout  platoon  operations  (situation  templates  for  each  assigned  for 
essample) o  Thim  would  reduce  the  scout  platoon  leader's  planning  time^ 
thus  allowing  him  more  time  t©  ©ssecute  the  mission  o 

The  intelligence  officer  basic  and  ad'^anc©  courses  still  lack 
instruction  on  tactical  reconnaissance  methods^  R^S  planning^  and  terrain 


battalion  unable  to  perform  effectively  in  these  areas ^  they  lose 
credibility  with  the  commander  and  S-S  o  The  XJoSo  Military  Intelligence 


Center  has  not  acted  on  a 


recommendation  to  offer  an  S“2  course 


providing  needed 


these  specific  areas  There  are  three 


feasible  solutions =  Firsts  TM^BOG  should  develop  an  S-2  course  simdlar  to 
SFLCc  Second^  units  should  send  those  officers  who  do  not  attend  the  S-2 
course  to  the  11th  Armored  Cavalry  Regiment  OPFOR  Academy  to  learn  the 


OFFOR's  effective  IPB  and  reconnaissance  techniques^  Thirds  coxmsianders 
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and  S-3s,  who  are  senior  to  and  more  experienced  them  3-28/  should  develop 
a  close  working  relationship  with,  help  train,  and  mentor  S-2s. 

Even  though  the  pre- command  course  has  increased  its  emphasis  on 
reconnaissance,  0/Cs  observe  a  lack  of  clarity  in  commanders*  intent 
statements,  lack  of  specificity  in  PXRs,  and  lack  of  involvement  in 
resourcing  and  focusing  reconnaissance c  According  to  Lieutenant  Colonel 
Myron  J.  Griswold,  a  fellow  in  the  Advanced  Operational  Art  Studies 
Fellowship, 

[An]  examination  by  U.S,  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command 
(TRADOC)  of  the  curriculum  for  all  Army  officer  courses  from 
basic  through  the  Army  War  College,  is  necessary  to 
deteanaine  the  adequacy  of  existing  instruction  on  the 
important  subjects  of  commander *s  intent  and  visualization  of 
the  battle. 

The  HAND  study  concluded  that  method-oriented  reference  material 
concerning  the  mechanics  of  R&S  planning  would  also  help  commanders . 

Another  explanation  why  the  reconnaissance  success  rate  has  not 
inqproved  despite  improvements  in  doctrinal  literature  and  institutional 
training  is  the  amount  of  time  units  have  to  prepare  for  NTC  rotations . 
In  1987,  for  example,  the  average  brigade  could  train  for  six  months 
before  arrival  at  the  NTC.  The  average  last  year  was  two  and  one  half 
months. Because  the  number  of  brigades  has  declined,  the  Army  has  had 
to  commit  a  large  percentage  of  the  remainder  to  deployments  worldwide. 
Brigades  have  been  unable  to  protect  the  valuable  training  time  they  used 
to  enjoy  before  rotations. 

Even  if  divisions  cannot  offer  brigades  a  half  year  *to  train  for 
CTCs,  they  can  improve  home  station  training  of  reconnaissance  forces  in 
two  ways.  First,  divisions  should  establish  hed>itual  augmentation 
relationships  by  making  these  units  availeible  for  regularly  scheduled, 
brigade  collective  training.  Second,  divisions  should  provide  brigades 
with  an  OPFOR  as  aggressive  emd  as  well  trained  as  their  NTC  counterparts. 
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ff  foamsing  the  r<S)aom3.aissancQ  effort^r  and  visualising  the 
battlefield o  Theis"  participation  would  emphasise  to  the  entire  conmiand 


the  importance  of  the  reconnaissance  effort c  Staffs  would  practice 
planning^  preparing^  supervising^-  and  sustaining  the  reconnaissance 
effort o  A  principle  training  objective  would  be  to  conduct  R^S  rehearsals 
with  full  participation  by  coMianders  and  staffs^  either  as  part  of  the 
brigade  operations  rehearsal  or  iximiediately  following  it.  The  entire 
cosTOunication  networh  should  be  essercised  including  situations  regurring 
relay^  retransmission  and  field  esspedient  measures  to  reestablish  radio 
contact®  Training  at  doctrinal  distances  against  a  determined  OPFOR 
builds  reconnaissance  force  proficiency  and  cohesion  while  challenging 
tactical  communications  and  logistics. 

Vc  Conclusions 

This  study  essamined  what  U.S®  Army  hea^  brigades  should  accomplish 
when  conducting  reconnaissance  during  offensive  operations^  what  they 
actually  accomplish^-  and  why  there  is  a  shortfall®  Doctrinal  literature 
from  the  capstone  '’how  to"  manual  FM  lOO-S^  Operations  through  FM  17-98^ 
Scout  Platoon  establishes  what  brigade  reconnaissance  should  accomplish® 
The  1987  RMfD  analysis^  the  1988  CAXaL  studies^^  OTC  take-home  packages  from 
1991“1993^  the  1993  Tait  Group  papers  and  other  DESERT  STORM  documents 
identify  the  discrepancy  between  ©scpectation  and  performance® 
Deficiencies  in  doctrine^  organisation^-  equipment ^  and  training  contribute 
to  the  problems  brigades  have  conducting  effective  reconnaissance o 


The  brigade  commander  focuses  the  reconnaissance  effort  by  stating 
clearly  his  intent,  PIRs,  and  the  objective.  The  brigade  staff  plans, 
prepares,  and  supervises  the  execution  of  reconnaissance  in  accordance 
with  the  coinmander's  intent.  The  S-2  plays  the  biggest  role  in 
synchronizing  the  reconnaissance  effort.  He  develops  PIRs  and  IRs, 
sequences  information  collection  tasks,  recommends  to  the  brigade 
commander  which  assets  are  necessary  for  the  reconnaissance  effort,  and 
requests  information  from  division  for  requirements  beyond  the  brigade's 
capability. 

Successful  reconnaissance  operations  incorporate  six  f\mdamentals 
and  employ  one  of  four  methods.  The  fundamentals  are:  placing  maximtim 
reconnaissance  forward,  orienting  on  the  reconnaissance  objective,  rapid 
and  accurate  reporting,  freedom  of  maneuver,  gaining  and  maintaining 
contact,  and  developing  the  situation.  Reconnaissance  patrolling, 
reconnaissemce  by  fire,  reconnaissance  in  force,  and  armed  reconnaissance 
are  the  methods  described  in  doctrinal  manuals.  Recozmaissance  is  most 
effective  when  it  combines  aggressive  techniques  to  force  the  enemy  to 
react  and  stealth  techniques  to  observe  the  reaction.  Reconnaissance 
forces  must  detect  enemy  locations,  activities,  obstacles,  and  fire  sacks 
as  well  as  routes  for  friendly  forces  to  take  to  exploit  the  enemy's 
weaknesses.  They  must  survive  to  accomplish  this  mission. 

Understanding  how  potential  adversaries  build  security  zones  and 
conduct  co\mterreconnaissance  , operations  helps  reconnaissance  forces 
accomplish  their  mission  and  survive.  Russian  trained  enemies  construct 
15  kilometer  security  zones  when  defending  out  of  contact  and  8  to  12 
kilometer  zones  when  defending  in  contact.  Both  methods  employ  a 
combination  of  stationary  defenses  protecting  main  avenues  of  approach 
with  mounted  patrolling  between  the  defensive  positions.  U.S.  trained 
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advarssri©s  co^ino  stationary  OPs^  ©ft©n  augmantad  by  GSR  and  COLTs^  and 
an  ar^orad  f orcas  t©  datact  and  destroy  th©  ©nes?^  recomiaissanc®  •y^ahicles  e 
Brigade  conmanders  may  task  assets  in  ©ach  of  seven  BOS  for  the 
reconnaissance  force o  Scont  platoons £.  mechanised  infantry  companieSi?  tank 
companies^,  or  aviation  companies  may  provide  the  headquarters  for  the 
reconnaissance  force o  They  can  be  augmented  with  GSR  sections^  EW  teams^ 
division  cavalry  troops^  COLTs  or  FXSTs,,  OH58Ds^  engineers^  air 

defenders^  chemical  reconnaissance  squads^  and  retransmission  or  relay 
teams o  LS^Os^  LOGPACs^  aerial  resupply  crews^  and  pilot  in-flight  reports 
provide  valuable  information  when  properly  briefed  by  S=’2So 

The  1987  RM!D  study  statistically  correlated  effective 
reconnaissance  and  successful  offensive  operations  at  the 
Reconnaissance  was  effective  only  8  percent  of  the  time,  Cosmanders 
tended  not  to  us©  many  of  the  additional  reconnaissance  assets  available 
t©  them  and  often  squandered  the  precious  ©lament  of  time^  When 
reconnaissance  was  effective^  offensive  operations  succeeded  70  percent  of 
the  timOo  •  Commanders  did  not  employ  indirect  fires  or  aviation 
effectively  t©  enhance  their  reconnaissance  efforts p  The  more  assets  the 
coaroander  committed  t©  the  reconnaissance  effort the  greater  its  chance 
for  success p  Engineers/?  in  particular/?  improved  the  effectiveness  of 
reconnaissance p  Reconnaissance  forces  received  Ras  plans  prior  to 
©ssecution  42  percent  of  timeo  They  rehearsed  only  19  percent  of  their 
missionsp  la  only  one  third  of  the  missions  did  the  reconnaissance  fore© 
establish  OPs  on  the  objective  in  time  to  help  the  commander  focus  combat 
power o  The  more  time  the  reconnaissance  force  had/?  the  more  likely  it 
survived  enemy  count ©rreconnais sane©  and  accomplished  the  mission » 

The  1988  CMaL  studies  concluded  that  25  percent  of  reconnaissance 
missions  were  effective »  Successful  offensive  operations  followed 
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effective  reconnaissemce  about  80  percent  of  the  time .  CALL  determined  73 
percent  of  units  distributing  timely  R&S  plans  succeed,  while  82  percent 
of  those  who  do  not,  fail»  CALL  also  studied  scout  survivability  in  1988 
and  found  that  only  50  percent  survive  the  mission,  regardless  of  whether 
they  were  HMMWV  or  CFV  mounted. 

The  NTC  trend  from  October  1991  to  March  1993  reveals  that  while  the 
reconnaissance  success  rate  remains  25  percent,  90  percent  of  the 
offensive  operations  that  follow  effective  reconnaissance  are  successful. 
The  commander  and  each  staff  member  are  partly  responsible  for  the  low 
reconnaissance  effectiveness  rate.  The  staff  officer  most  responsible  for 
reconnaissance,  the  S-2,  lacks  understanding  of  both  enemy  amd  friendly 
strengths  and  weaknesses.  Conseg^uently,  he  recommends  to  the  commander 
PIRs  that  are  not  specific  enough  to  focus  the  reconnaissance  effort.  R&S 
plams  S-2s  develop  lack  detail,  over-task  reconnaissance  forces,  and  are 
usually  late.  During  execution,  reconnaissance  elements  either  lose 
communications  with  their  S-2s,  or  inundate  them  with  imprecise  reports. 
S-2s  do  not  supervise  their  \mder  strength  sections  to  achieve  peak 
efficiency. 

Despite  the  problems  S-2s  experience,  commanders  or  other  staff 
members  seldom  help.  S-3s  do  not  plan  for  scout  regeneration  while  the 
offensive  operation  is  in  progress.  They  do  not  commit  enough  forces  to 
the  reconnaissance  effort  to  ensure  success.  S-ls  and  S-4s  do  not 
regenerate  or  resupply  reconnaissance  forces  between  missions.  The 
commander  and  all  staff  members  fall  short  in  R&S  rehearsal  participation. 

Finally,  commanders  create  ad  hoc  reconnaissemce  organizations  to 
improve  their  intelligence  collection  capability.  VThile  these 
organizations  provide  temporary  solutions,  commanders  rely  too  much  on 
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c©nsist(inaY^  roalisMo  THMOC  should  update  its  literature  to 

incorporate  th©  valuable  OTC  lessons  learned  that  11M3D  and  CALL  analyzed 
in  19S7  and  1988^  and  lessons  ©merging  from  DESERT  STORM. 

As  currently  ©quipped^  task  fore©  scout  platoons  cannot  survive  if 
they  us©  aggressive  raconnaissanc©  techniques .  They  also  lack  adequate 
radios^  navigation  aides ^  precision  rang©  finders^  night  observation 
d©vic©Si?  sensors^  and  aerial  observation  platforms.  Mew  technologies  that 
will  enhance  scout  platoons  include  BCISs^?  a  fratricide  protection 
transmitter^  Hunter^,  a  stealthy  future  scout  vehiclei  Mightstalker^  a  new 
a  variety  of  improved  sensors^  and  PGM  to  increase  mortar  accuracy 
and  lethality. 

General  Thomas  Tait  ®  m  DESERT  STORM  study  group  recommends  that 
TRABOC  design  scout  platoons  of  siss  five  CFVs^  four  motorcycles^ 

and  additional  scouts  who  can  dismount.  Th©  consensus  among  brigade 
commanders  is  that  TRADOC  should  make  a  scout  platoon  organic  to  the 
brigade  and  organize  it  identically  to  th©  task  force  scout  platoon  to 
ease  interoperability  and  training.  Some  brigade  commanders  would  us© 
their  platoon  t©  se©  deep/?  while  others  would  us©  them  t©  record  th© 


brigade's  progress  during  th©  ©ffensiv©  operation. 


hardware  such  as  XVXS,  individual  vehicles  can  exchange  rapidly  tactical 
data,  orders,  and  graphics.  S-2s  can  distribute  R&S  plans  to  the 
reconnaissance  force  in  time  for  a  rehearsal  before  movement.  Technology 
alone  is  not  the  answer  to  intelligence  command  and  control.  Intelligence 
analysis  and  products  are  labor  intensive.  TAPA  should  fill  all  soldier 
emd  officer  positions  in  task  force  and  brigade  intelligence  sections. 
Further,  TAPA  should  fill  brigade  S-2  positions  with  majors  to  ensure  that 
the  staff  officer  with  primary  responsibility  for  reconnaissance  has  the 
experience  he  needs  to  excel . 

Institutional  training  for  battalion  and  brigade  S-2s  does  not 
prepare  them  for  their  commander's  expectations.  TRADOC  should  develop  an 
S-2  course  to  address  the  mechanics  of  the  job,  similar  to  the  Scout 
Platoon  Leader's  Course  which  has  improved  scout  platoon  leaders' 
performance  in  the  five  years  since  its  inception.  The  greatest  training 
challenge  brigades  face  is  to  develop  innovative  training  plans  that 
improve  the  cohesion  of  the  reconnaissemce  force;  intelligence  collection, 
processing,  and  dissemination;  and  sustainment. 

As  the  UcS.  Army  decreases  in  size,  the  need  increases  for 
commanders  to  focus  combat  power  at  the  decisive  place  and  time.  To  do 
this,  commanders  must  direct  their  recozmaissemce  efforts  to  help  them  see 
the  battlefield.  Commanders  and  staffs  realize  there  is  a  causal 
relationship  between  effective  reconnaissance  «md  successful  offensive 
operations.  Despite  this  awareness,  NTC  emd  DESERT  STORM  performance 
demonstrates  weaknesses  in  heavy  brigade  reconnaissance  which  can  be 
attributed  in  some  degree  to  the  preceding  deficiencies  in  doctrine, 
orgemization,  e(2uipment,  and  training.  Xn  light  of  these  deficiencies 
U.S.  Army  heavy  brigades  are  today  only  marginally  capable  of  conducting 
effective  reconnaissace  during  offensive  operations. 
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ETOMOTES 


lo  H©ad^art©rs^  Department  of  th©  Army^  FM  lOl-S-l^  Op_^_at_ional_T©_rms 
and  Sw^ols^  (Initial  Drafts  January  1994)^  Po  1-195 o 

2 o  If  th©  reconnaissana©  mission  is  diraotad  to  obtain  detailed 
information  abont  th©  enemy  or  terrain  within  a  pr©SGrib©d  area^  th©  Do  So 
Army  defines  it  as  area  rec©nnaissanc©o  If  th©  effort  is  directed  against 
a  specific  terrain  featnre  or  enemy  facility^  it  is  a  point 
reconnaissance o  When  th©  situation  is  vague  concerning  th©  enemy  or 
Kianeuverabilityi,  \mits  conduct  son©  reconnaissances »  This  is  a  directed 
effort  to  obtain  detailed  information  concerning  all  routes^  obstacles j 
chemical  or  radiological  contamination^  terrain^  and  enemy  force  within  a 
zone  prescribed  by  boundarieso  DOD  and  NATO  have  agreed  to  a  common 
definition  for  rout©  reconnaissances  ”r©connaissanc©  along  a  specific  line 
of  communication^  such  as  a  road^  railway^  or  waterway^  to  provid©  new  or 
updated  information  on  rout©  conditions  and  activities  along  th©  rout©*" 
(FM  101-5-1,1-95) 

3  <,  Offensive  operations  are  coit^at  operations  designed  primarily  to 
destroy  the  enemy o  They  may  be  undertaken  to  secur©  key  or  decisive 
terrain,  t©  deprive  th©  enemy  ©f  resources  or  decisive  terrain,  to  deceive 
and/or  divert  th©  enemy,  to  develop  intelligence ^  amd  to  hold  the  enemy  in 
position c  Offensive  operations  include  movement  to  contact,  attack, 
©3€pl©itation,  pursuit,  end  other  limited  objective  operationso  The 
offense  seizes,  retains,  and  ©a^ploits  the  initiative*,  (FM  101-5-1,  p.  1- 
169  o  I 

4o  Headquarters,  Department  of  th©  Army,  FM  100-5,  Operations ,  (June 
1993),  ppo  7-11,  7-4,  8-5,  6-15c 

5o  Headquarters,  Department  ©f  the  Army,  FM  17-95,  Cavalry 
Operations^ (September  1991),  Po  1-2= 

6  c  Headquarters,  Department  ©f  the  Army,  FM  71-100-1,  Armor  and  Mechanized 
Division  Operations g  Tactics  and  TechnicrueS/.  (Coordinating  Draft,  May 
1991),  Pc  3-10o 

7  c  Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army,  FM  71-123,  Tactics  and 
Taghnicmes  for  th©  CombinBd  Arms  Heavy  Forces  g  Armored  Brigade  o 
Battalion/Task  Force;,  and  Companv/Team^  (September  1992),  pc  2-50c 

So  Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army,  FM  34-8/,  C omba t  C ommande r _Ls 
Handbook  on  Intellio’enc©,,  (September  1992),  pc  1-2 » 

9»  Headquarters,  Department  of  th©  Army,  FM  100-6,  Information  Operations 
(Coordinating  Draft,  22  July  1994),  pc  5-2 « 

lOo  Ibid,  ppc  34-8,  pc  3-4= 

11c  FM  71-100-1,  Pc  3-11  -  3-14c 

12c  FM  71-123,  Pc  2-50c 
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13»  FM  71-100-1,  p„  3-14<, 


14e  FM  71-123,  pe  2-50. 

15c  Surveillance  is  an  integral  part  o£  the  reconnaissance  mission.  It 
is,  "a  systematic  observation  of  airspace,  surface,  or  subsurface  areas, 
places,  persons,  or  things  by  visual,  aural,  electronic  photographic,  or 
other  me2uis."(FM  101-5-1,  1-223.)  This  definition  is  also  standard  in  DOD 
and  MATO.  Surveillance  collects  information  continuously  from  air  and 
land.  (FM  100-5,  2-19) .  Although  reconnaissance  and  security  are 

considered  together  as  part  of  the  battlefield  framework,  they  are  not  the 
same.  Some  confuse  "reconnaissance  and  security"  with  "reconnaissemce  and 
surveillance."  Security  is  an  operation  which  includes  screening,  guard, 
covering  force,  and  area  security  operations.  Like  reconnaissance,  these 
operations  obtain  information  about  the  enemy.  However,  the  purpose  is  to 
provide  reaction  time,  maneuver  space,  and  protection  to  the  main  body 
rather  than  to  find  the  best  way  to  close  with  and  destroy  the  enemy  or 
seize  key  or  decisive  terrain.  (FM  101-5-1,1-210.)  Security  operations  are 
not  within  the  scope  of  this  monograph.  The  object  of  reconnaissance 
operations  is  to  acquire  information  about  the  enemy  while  the  object  of 
security  operations  is  to  deny  enemy  reconnaissemce  information  about 
friendly  forces. (FM  71-100-1,  3-10.) 

16.  FM  71-100-1,  p.  3-11. 

17.  Ibid,  p.  3-14. 

18.  FM  71-123,  p.  2-51. 

19.  FM  17-95,  p.  3-3. 

20.  Ibid,  p.  3-3  ,  3-4. 

21.  Ibid.  3-2. 

22.  Aggressive  reconnaissance  is  a  technique.  It  does  not  describe  the 
amount  of  risk  a  unit  accepts  in  conducting  the  mission.  Soldiers 
sometimes  confuse  aggressive  reconnaissance  with  recozmaissemce  in  force 
which  is  a  method  of  conducting  reconnaissance.  (FM  101-5-1,  p.  1-196) . 

23.  FM  17-15,  p.  3-2. 

24.  MTF  is  designed  to  guide  the  training  of  a  unit.  It  outlines  the 
combat  tasks  necessary  to  win  the  engagement  and  fight  again.  It 
specifies  the  standard  of  performance  for  each  task,  p.  1-1. 

25.  Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army,  ARTEP  71-3-MTP,  Mission 
Training  Plan  for  the  Heavy  Brigade  Command  Group  and  Staff.  (October 
1988),  p.  3-10.  Movement  to  contact  operations  may  employ  various 
techniques ;  approach  march,  search  and  attack,  reconnaissance  in  force  and 
meeting  engagement.  There  are  also  several  types  of  attack:  hasty  attack. 
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deliberate  attack^  spoiling  attacker  counterattack^  raid^  feints,  and 
demonstration c  (M  ppo  1”196^  l”151/7  l^^l) 


26  o  Headquarters,,  Department  of  the  Arm2f„  JUITEP  71“2“MTF„  Mis,s_ion 
Training  Plan  for  th©  Tank  and  Mechanised  Infant r^Batt align, Task  Force,,. 
(October  1988)^  Po  5“24o  Th©  scout  platoon  must  report  accurately  the 
location  of  th©  ©n©my  lead  elements  and  their  activities  and  obstacles 
soon  enough  for  th©  advance  guard  commander  to  develop  a  scheme  of 
maneuver o  Th©  advance  guard  must  deploy  against  the  enemy  before  th© 
enemy  detects  ito  Th©  scout  platoon  must  maintain  contact,,  and„  at  th® 
sam©  tim©„  collect  information  on  deeper  enemy  positions  and  formations- 


27o  Ibid.  Po  5^-270 
280  FM  17“95^  Po  3“9c 
29o  Ibid.  Po  3=9  =  3=llc 

30e  Ibid.  Po  io 

31o  Ibid.  Po  3=11.  3=12e 

32  o  Th©  NATO  definition  for  operational  control  is  th©  authority  granted 

t©  a  commander  t©  assign  missions  or  tasks  t©  subordinate  commanders  but 
does  not  includ©  responsibility  for  admin  or  log.  FM  101-5=1.  Po  1-171- 

33  o  ■  FM  71-123.  po2-53o  Myron  Grisw©ld'’s  comprehensiv®  study  of 
count ©rreconnais sane©  concluded  that  44  percent  of  the  heavy  task  forces 
training  at  th©  NTC  fail  this  mission o  During  83  percent  of  th©  missions 
that  fail,  th©  OPFO^  destroyed  th©  task  fore©-  S-2 ® s  poor  R£S  planning  and 
th©  task  forc©®s  failure  to  affectively  us©  the  assets  available-  to  it 
contribute  to  the  failure  to  detect,  deceive,  and  destroy  Soviet-trained 
ground  reconnaissance  units  0  Understanding  its  own  problems  with 
countarreconnaissanc©  will  help  UoS-  Army  ©ffensiv©  reconnaissance  succeed 
against  enemy  it  might  have  trained-  Major  Myron  J-  Griswold. 
Count ©rreconnais sane©  Operations  of  th©  Heavy  Battalion  Task  Force  on  th© 
AirLand  Battlefield.  SAMS  Monograph.  USACGSG.  Fort  Leavenworth.  KS. 
December  1985.  pp-  34-36o 

34o  FM  71-123.  pp-  2-53  a  2-54. 

35 o  Though  discouraged  at  the  CTCs.  task  forces  sometimes  build  a 
recosmaissanc©  force  around  a  compamy  or  place  th©  HHC  commander  in  charge 
of  the  various  reconnaissance  assets-  If  a  nm^er  of  these  assets  are  to 
work  together  as  a  single  unit  under  brigade  control,  th©  brigade  S-3  can 
task  a  subordinate  battalion  fore©  for  th®  coxmand  and  control  structure, 
usually  a  company,  on  which  to  graft  it-  As  currently  organized,  th® 
brigade  has  difficulty  controlling  and  supplying  ad  hoc  reconnaissance 
companies  (FM  71-123.  p-  2-51-) 

36  o  Ground  reconnaissance  units  work  through  deception  and  fore©  th© 
enemy  to  react  in  all  weather  and  light  conditions-  Although  armor  is 
more  ccmsaonly  used  in  counterreconnaissance  than  offensive  reconnaissance. 
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employing  tamks  along  the  axis  to  protect  the  reconnaissance  force  while 
it  traverses  the  security  area  to  penetrate  the  objective  may  be  useful. 
Tanks  could  hunt  screening  forces  and  do  some  zone  reconnaissance  tasks 
while  the  rest  of  the  reconnaissance  force  scouts  the  objective.  (FM 
17-95,  p.  3-1.) 

37.  Martin  Goldsmith  with  James  Hodges,  Applying  the National  Training 
Center  Experience:  Tactical  Reconnaissance,  (Santa  Monica,  CA:  RAND 
Corporation,  1987),  p.  5. 

38.  Ibid,  p.  V. 

39.  Ibid,  pp.  14  and  16.  Goldsmith's  success  criteria  are  less  stringent 
than  the  standards  ARTEP  71-3-MTP  establishes.  During  a  movement  to 
contact,  the  brigade  must  destroy,  capture,  fix,  or  force  the  withdrawal 
of  90  percent  of  the  enemy  while  preserving  80  percent  of  its  combat 
power.  In  hasty  and  deliberate  attacks,  the  brigade  must  compel  the 


withdrawal 

strength. 

of  100  percent  of  the  enemy  while 
(FM  71-3-MTP,  pp.  3-10  and  3-11.) 

retaining  50  percent 

40. 

Ibid. 

pp.  16-21. 

41. 

Ibi4> 

pp.  21-25. 

42. 

Ibid. 

p.  67 . 

43. 

Ibid. 

pp.  40-41. 

44. 

Ibid, 

pp.  30-31, 

45. 

Ibid. 

46. 

Ibid. 

p.  46 . 

47. 

Ibid. 

pp.  34-35. 

48. 

Tasks  that  are  seldom  assigned  are 

terrain  evaluation. 

trafficability,  and  assault  route  marking.  Not  surprisingly,  units 
accomplish  these  tasks  only  ten  percent  of  the  time.  (RAND,  1987,  p.  36) 
The  study  did  not  explore  why  units  almost  completely  neglect  obstacle 
marking.  If  there  is  too  little  force  to  breach  obstacles,  then 
physically  marking,  as  opposed  to  location  reporting,  becomes  increasingly 
important . 
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3D  o  XDXao 

56  o  Headquarters £^ational  Training  Center^  Take-Hom©  Packagres^  (Fort 
Irwin^  CAff  October  1991  to  Search  1993)^  foimd  in  th©  Combined  Arms  Center 
Automated  Arcbi-^©/,  Fort  Lea'^enworth^  KSo 


57c  Ibid^  The  HAMS  study  calculated  the  OFFOR  correlation  factor  at  93 
percent  c  (RATOz?  1987 p<>  9) 


58 o  Although  brigade  and  task  force  S“2s  demonstrated  an  understanding  of 
doctrine  and  the  interrelationships  of  intelligenc®  products  while  being 
observed  at  the  W^Cs  they  were  better  at  defense  than  offensive 
operations c  This  is  not  surprising  considering  th©  XJoB.  Army®s  Cold  War 
orientation  until  1989«  The  understanding  of  th©  intelligence  preparation 
©f  th©  battlefield  process  has  improved  ©v©ry  year  sine©  th©  NTG  opened., 
Elational  Training  Center  Observation  Division^  Center  for  Army  Lessons 
Learned^  Sphims  Team^  2nd  Quarter.  Fiscal  Year  93  TTonds^  (Fort  Irwin^  CAs 
1993)  po  6o 


i9c  Xbido 


61c  Take-Home  Packages ^  October  1991  -  March  1993  c  An  MAX  is  a  point  on 
th©  ground  along  a  particular  avenue  of  approach/^  through  which  enemy 
activity  is  ©J^ected  to  occur  o  Activity  or  lack  of  activity  within  an  MAX 
will  help  confirm  or  deny  a  particular  ©nemy  course  of  action  (FM  lOl-S-l^ 

Pc  l“161o) 

62c  Sphims  Team^?  3rd  Quarter  Fiscal  Year  92  Trends^  pc  2c 

63  c  Take-Home  Packages October  1991  -  March  1993 » 

64  o  A  unit  during  DESERT  STORM  established  a  blocking  position  astrid® 
th©  Kuwait  City  -  Basra  Highway  despite  losing  cosmaunications  with  its 
parent  division  during  DESERT  STORM c  Xt  reestablished  contact  through  on© 
of  th©  brigades  c  This  is  good  initiative  on  th©  part  of  the  squadron^  but 
poor  planning  by  th©  division  signal  officer o  Although  how  far  th© 
squadron  reconnoiters  in  front  of  th©  division  is  not  specified  in  FM  71- 
lOO^lff  25  kilometers  in  th©  desert  is  a  reasonable  distance  and  should  be 
supportable c 

65  o  Myron  Jc  Griswold^  ’^Focusing  Combat  Powers  Seeing  is  Winning^^ 
Military  Review^^  Jtily  1994^  po  71o 

66 c  Sphims  Team^  2nd  Quarter.,  Fiscal  Year  93  Trends.,  pc  10c 
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Desert  Storm^  (Fort  Leavenworth,  KSs  USACGSC,  1993),  p.  44. 

73.  Ibid,  p.  62. 

74.  tJ.S.  Army  doctrine  describes  three  levels  of  rehearsals.  Level  I  is 
a  small  scale  rehearsal  using  terrain  models,  sand  tables,  or  a  map.  A 
Level  IZ  rehearsal  is  conducted  in  wheeled  or  tracked  vehicles  over 
terrain  similar  to  the  zone  of  action.  Level  III  is  a  full  scale 
rehearsal  involving  real-time  mo\2nted  and  dismounted  units  on  actual  or 
similar  terrain.  (FM  71-123,  p.  2-39)  The  participants  in  these 
rehearsals  is  directed  by  type:  Type  D  is  only  the  commander,  S-2,  S-3, 
fire  support  officer  (FSO) ,  air  liaison  officer  (ALO),  and  subordinate 
commanders.  Type  C  adds  key  combat  support  (CS)  unit  commanders  to  the 
rehearsal.  Type  B  adds  the  executive  officer,  subordinate  FSOs,  all  CS 
commanders,  and  the  scout  and  mortar  platoon  leaders.  Finally,  Type  A 
rehearsals  include  all  of  the  above  participants  plus  all  primary  staff, 
the  battalion  maintenance  officer,  FISTs,  and  all  special  platoon  leaders. 
(FM  71-123,  p«  2-40)  Doctrine  considers  R&S  rehearsals  to  be  "special" 
rehearsals  conducted  as  time  allows.  The  example  in  FM  71-123  shows  the 
R&S  rehearsal  as  a  Level  II,  Type  D  with  only  the  patrolling  portion  of 
the  plam  being  practiced.  Ibid. 


in 

Sohinx  Team,  1st  Quarter.  Fiscal 

Year  1995  Trends,  o.  5. 
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Take-Home  Packaaes.  October  1991 

-  March  1993. 

77. 

Sohinx  Team.  4th  Quarter.  Fiscal 

Year  92  Trends,  o.  9- 

78. 

Take-Home  Packaae. 

79.  Memorandum  for  all  soldiers  of  2d  Battalion,  70th  Armor,  Siib^ect: 
After-Action  Report,  Operation  DESERT  VIPER,  24  FEB-01  MAR  91,  dated  5 
June  1991,  p.  2-3. 
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Ibid,  pp.  1-2  and  1-3. 
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Ibid,  p.  1-3. 

82. 

FM  100-5.  p.  6-15. 
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83. 

Ibid,  p.  8-4. 
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84o  m  11-95,  po  5“2o 

85  o  Although  not  speoifiad^  th©  manual  implies  that  th©  impoK*tanc©  of 
2r©G©nnaissanc©  is  pervasi'V’©  in  all  offensiv©  operations®  The  manual  does 
acknowledge  that  detailed  reconnaissanc©  of  th©  enemy  defensive  positions 
is  required  for  successful  envelopments^  th©  preferred  form  of  maneuver 
(FM  71*=3ff  Po  3“10)o  In  planning  night  operations^,  it  claims  that 
reconnaissance  is  the  most  important  ©lemant^  (FM  71-3^  p®  3=29)® 

S€®  The  type  of  movement  to  contact  heavy  brigades  are  most  likely  to 
participate  in  is  an  approach  march®  Reconnaissanc©  during  approach 
marches  confirms  already  'known  enemy  locations®  This  was  th©  case  in 
DESERT  STORM  o  The  type  of  movement  to  contact  described  in  FM  71-3  and 
its  MTF  is  a  reconnaissance  in  force®  This  is  the  least  frequent  type® 
Comttanders  conduct  a  reconnaissanc©  in  force  when  they,  have  very  little 
intelligence  on  th©  enemy®  Such  operations  require  a  larger  portion  of 
the  unites  combat  power  to  perform  reconnaissance  tasks  than  for  an 
approach  march®  Russian  trained  commanders  commit  up  to  third  of  their 
cossbat  power  t©  a  reconnaissanc©  in  force®  A  hea-^  brigade  employing  only 
a  company  team  as  security  force  against  a  Russian-trained  adversary  in 
this  type  of  movement  t©  contact  has  little  chance  of  success® 

87®  FM  71-3^  p®  3-10® 

as®  Ibid® 

89®  ARTEF  71-3-MTF^  p®  3-10® 

90®  Ibid,  p®  3-11® 

91®  Ibid^  p®  5-38® 

92®  ARTEP  71-2-MTP^  p®  5-29® 

93®  Ibid,  p®  5-27® 

94®  Headquarters^  Department  ©f  the  Army^  FM  17-98:?  Scout  Platoon^ 
(September  1994)  ^  pp®  4-11:?  4-6® 


95® 

Ibr  d  o 

96® 

RM3B,  1987,  p,  52, 

97® 

AKTES»  71-2-MTP,  p. 

5-114® 

98® 

RM!D,  1987,  p,  42. 

99® 

Operation  Desert  Storm  Lessons... 

Learned.  Volime  IVs  Tactical.  Gulf 

War 

Collections  Group 

Tait  Papers 

found  in  th©  Combined  Arms  Center 

Archive^  1993^  p®  I¥-l-5® 

100®  The  UoS®  Army  can  improve  th©  CFV*  in  many  ways®  Rear  ramps  need 
better  armor  and  hydraulic  rather  than  mechanical  ran^s®  EKhaust  needs  to 
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be  vented  away  from  the  vehicle  commander.  The  reverse  gear  is  too  low 
and  overheats  quickly.  Fire  extinguisher  systems  often  prematurely 
detonate.  The  Integral  Sight  Unit  lacks  an  azimuth  indicator  which  would 
assist  gun  orientation  and  reduce  the  potential  for  fratricide.  Engine 
access  doors  have  nagging  hydraulic  problems.  (Tait  Papers,  P.  V-1-17.) 

101.  Tait  Papers,  p.  IV- 1-5. 

102.  Ibid,  p.  IV-1-11. 

103.  Weapon  Systems:  United  States  Army  1994.  (Washington,  D.C. :  OASA 
(RDA),  1994),  p.  41. 

104.  The  CFV  was  fast,  reliable  (operational  ready  rate  of  over  90 

percent  for  entire  can^)aign) ,  and  lethal  during  meeting  engagements.  The 
TOW  II  was  effective  at  maximum  range  against  all  targets,  but  the  25mm 
was  the  weapon  of  choice.  This  weapon  exceeded  expectations  by 

penetrating  T55  tauiks  frontally  and  all  newer  tanks  in  the  flanks.  Iraqi 
defenders  could  only  destroy  CFVs  with  emtitank  weapons  despite  being 
penetrated  by  a  variety  of  different  types  of  eunmxmition,  CFVs  never 
burned.  This  minimized  the  crew  casualties  (Tait  Papers,  p.  IV-11-7). 

105.  Weapon  Systems,  p.  215. 

106.  Ibid. 

107.  Ibid,  p.  217. 

108.  Ibid,  p.  215. 

109.  Martin  Van  Creveld,  Command  in  War.  (Cambridge,  MAs  Harvard 
University  Press,  1985),  p.  75. 

110  •  The  brigade  scout  platoon,  when  eiiqployed  as  the  commander '  s  directed 
telescope,  could  enhance  command  and  control  fxinctioning  much  like  the 
U.S.  infemtry  regimental  Intelligence  and  Reconnaissance  (I&R)  platoons  of 
World  War  II,  the  commander  could  gauge  his  progress  during  offensive 
operations,  restore  communications  with  a  battalion  out  of  contact,  tie  in 
to  flank  brigades  and  better  recon  and  mark  the  eucis  of  advemce.  The 
latter  function  would  free  task  force  scouts  to  focus  their  effort  on  the 
objective  area.  The  ten^o  of  reconnaissance  would  increase  if  task  force 
scouts  could  hand  off  bypassed  enemy  on  axis  to  the  brigade  scouts.  Once 
terrain  and  traf ficability  are  analyzed,  enemy  and  obstacles  located,  and 
the  attack  route  marked,  brigade  scouts  could  estedDlish  OPs  along  the  axis 
to  report  the  brigades  progress.  This  would  ened^le  the  comnumder  to  keep 
the  attack  synchronized  to  the  objective. 

111.  Tait  Papers,  p.  IV- 1-5. 

112.  Headquarters,  U.S.  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command,  TRADOC  Pam 
525-5,  Force  XXI  Operations.  (Fort  Monroe,  VA:  1994),  p.  3-4. 

113.  Ibid,  p.  3-5. 
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114.,  Griswold^  1994^  Po  71. 
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Interview  Responses 


Fontenot,  Colonel  Gregory.  Director,  School  of  Advanced  Military 
Studies,  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kemsas.  Colonel  Fontenot  as  tank 
battalion  commander  during  DESERT  STORM  and  armor  brigade 
commander  designee,  does  not  favor  a  brigade  scout  organization.  He 
feels  brigades  could  not  control  their  own  scout  unit  thus  causing 
confusion  in  the  objective  area.  During  DESERT  STORM,  his  scout 
platoon  conducted  mostly  security  missions,  maintaining  contact  with 
the  adjacent  battalion  and  spanning  the  gap  that  developed.  The  scout 
platoon  did  conduct  a  sweep  to  confirm  the  disposition  of  enemy 
count erreconnais sane e  forces.  Colonel  Fontenot  thixiks  scout  platoons 
need  better  communications  equipment. 

McKieman,  Colonel  David.  2d  Brigade  Commander,  1st  Cavalry 
Division,  Fort  Hood,  Texas.  Colonel  McKieman  was  a  tank 
battalion  commander  in  Germany  and  is  a  brigade  commander 
currently.  He  strongly  supports  brigade  scout  platoons. 

He  recommends  the  brigade  scout  platoon  be  equipped  to 
penetrate  the  security  zone,  survive  the  counterreconnaissance 
encounter,  see  beyond  the  objective,  and  communicate  at 
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®3st©nd©d  distances o  H©  would  direct  th©s©  scouts  to  avoid 
©nemy  contact o  Colon©!  McKi©man  believes  task  fore©  scout 
platoons  should  b©  ©quipped  to  fight  for  detailed  inforxnation. 

Essisting  scout  platoons  are  inadequately  ©quipped  to  conduct 
aggressive  reconnaissancQc  coordinate  all  th©  assets  that 

normally  constitute  a  battalion  reconnaissanc©  forc©^  h©  f©els 
it  should  be  commanded  by  a  captain o  The  HHC  comiander  is  an 
option  but  there  is  a  logistics  price  to  pay.  For  him^  a  line  company 
commander  is  a  better  option^ 

Sylvester^  Brigadier  General  John^  Assistant  Division  Cosimmnder 
(Maneuver)  1st  Infantry  Division  (Mechanised) o  As  an 
armored  brigade  commander  during  DESFR*I  STORM ^  General 
Sylvester  strongly  supports  a  brigade  scout  platoon o  H©  cannot 
recall  task  force  scouts  providing  any  real  time  intelligence 
during  the  battle «  He  feels  this  is  due  in  part  to  their 
HMMWSc  He  favors  the  IiA¥  family  of  vehicles  which  h©  believes 
combined  firepower  (when  hAV25s  and  LAY  TOWs  are  used  together) 
and  stealth  (due  t©  LAYb  quiet  running  gearc) 

Wallace^  Colonel  J.  Richard^  Inspector  General^  Forces  Commando 

As  a  former  brigade  commander  in  Colonel  Wallace  strongly 

supports  the  introduction  of  brigade  scout  platoons o 

Currently^  brigades  are  not  a  reconnaissance  operator*  They 

must  rely  on  the  dialogue  with  task  forces  to  assemble  the 

enemy  picture*  The  problem  is  that  task  force  scouts  (in  the 

European  theater)  are  effective  only  about  four  kilometers 

forward  of  the  task  force*  When  pushed  out  to  seven 

kilometers^  necessary  to  see  beyond  the  objective^  they  become 

casualties*  Colonel  Wallace  would  use  brigade  scouts  to  both  see  deep^ 

and  as  a  directed  telescope  on  the  assis  or  ^one  of  the  brigade's 

main  effort*  Task  force  scouts  should  concentrate  on  the 

objective  itself*  Both  battalion  and  brigade  scouts  must  fight 

for  information  sometimes  and  rely  ©n  stealth  to  ®vad@ 

counterreconnaissanc®  efforts*  The  can't  fight  and  the 

CFV  is  to©  loud  t©  be  stealthy*  Colonel  Wallace  f©®ls  a  future 

'  scout  vehicle  must  combine  these  capabilities* 

^aninii,  Colonel  Daniel  R*,?  Chief  of  Staffs  Combined  Arms  Center* 

As  a  heavy  brigade  cosmander  during  DESERT  STOHM^  Colonel  Zanini 
found  the  need  for  a  brigade  reconnaissance  organisation  to  see 
deep*  He  prefers  a  UA¥«©quipped  unit  rather  than  a  ground 
reconnaisaanc©  unit*  Two  of  his  task  force  scout  platoons  were 
©quipped  with  CFVs  and  one  with  HMMWVs*  He  found  the  combination  to 
be  effective*  He  recommends  that  battalion  scout  platoons  employ 
a  of  CF¥s  and  HSMWs*  Unlike  the  Tait  group  recommendation^ 

Colonel  Zanini  does  not  favor  motorcycles* 
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